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Abstract 
The present study investigated the perceptions towards work participation among a 
sample of 200 employees in mainland China. A structural equation model in terms of 
expectancy perceptions, supervisory intention perceptions and interactional justice, was 
established to explain employees' participation behavior. The construct of expectancy 
perceptions consisted of three dimensions: Enhanced Social Image, Relational & Role 
Conflicts, and Improved Job Attitudes. The construct of intention perceptions also consisted 
of three dimensions: Self-Image & Interest, Employee Growth, and Work Quality 
Improvement. Results supported the hypothesized direct and indirect relationships between 
the above variables in predicting one's behavioral intention, the willingness to participate in 
the decision making process. This behavioral intention had mediated the effects of 
expectancy perceptions towards the actual level of participation. Theoretical importance and 
managerial implication of the present findings were discussed. 
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Explaining Employees' Participation Behaviors: 
A Survey Study In Mainland China 
The issue of participative management has been vigorously researched in terms ofits 
origin, conceptual dimensions, effectiveness, and mechanisms driving towards its 
effectiveness. The concept of "participation" in management generally refers to a process in 
which influence or decision making is shared between superiors and their subordinates (e.g., 
Lowin，1968; Mulder & Wilke, 1970; Strauss, 1963; Vroom, 1960; Mitchell, 1973; Locke & 
Schweiger, 1979). However, people contribute according to their competence and not 
necessarily by position. Communication channels are open in all directions resulting in 
greater and more accurate information flow (Mitchell, 1973). In essence, the idea of 
equalization of influence or power sharing is the central element ofparticipation (e.g., Heller 
& Yurl, 1969; Lammers, 1967; French, Israel & As, 1960; Leavitt, 1965; Tannenbaum, 1974). 
Participation can take many forms like employee participation in decision making 
(PDM), quality of work life (QWL) programs, employee suggestions and their utilization, 
quality circles, etc. Also, Dachler and Wilpert (1978) and Locke and Schweiger (1979) 
suggested that participation can vary in the degree of formality; directness; types ofdecisions; 
and social range (individual vs. group participation). Regardless ofits various conceptual 
dimensions, the implementation of participative management has generally been found 
effective in increasing employees' performance andjob satisfaction (see Locke & Schweiger, 
1979; Miller & Monge, 1986; Sagie & Koslowsky，1996). 
Meanwhile, different contingency variables were found to influence the effectiveness 
ofparticipation (Locke & Schweiger，1979). For example, individual task knowledge 
(Strauss & Rosenstein, 1970; Vroom, 1959) and motivation (Vroom & Mann，1960; Tsoi, 
1970; Carroll & Tsoi, 1973; Ivancevich, 1976), group characteristics (Wood, 1973; 
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Mansbridge, 1973; Sashkin, 1976) and leader characteristics (Maslow, 1970; Scheflen, 
Lawler, & Hackman, 1971; Maier, 1970; Vroom & Yetton, 1973) are the subconditions that 
may moderate the participation-attitude and -behavior relationships. 
A number oftheories have also been proposed to explain why participation works to 
increase employees' performance andjob satisfaction. To mention a few, the 
commitment/identification explanation (Tannenbaum ,1966; French, Kay, & Meyer，1966)， 
the expectancy-valence approach (Mitchell, 1973; Schuler, 1980), the goal-setting explanation 
(Locke, 1968), the path-goal theory (House & Dessler, 1974), and the power equalization 
explanation (Tannenbaum, 1968; McMahon & Ivancevich, 1976) are some ofthe examples. 
Inadequacies OfCurrent Research On Participation 
Universal Perceptions Towards Participation? 
From the above research studies on participation, we may conclude that participation 
is an effective human resource management practice under certain favorable conditions, and 
that its effect is indirect, being mediated by employees' attitudinal changes such as an 
increased commitment, or an increase in clarity and magnitude of employees' expectancies. 
However, it should be noted that most of those published studies were conducted by Western 
researchers who had used samples from developed countries like US, West European 
countries, and Japan. Thus, it is questionable whether participative management approach can 
be similarly effective in developing countries such as mainland China, East European and 
some of the Southeast Asian countries. 
With a global trend for business to operate mutinationally, recruitment oflocal staff in 
host countries is inevitable. These host countries usually are developing countries like the 
Mainland China where abundant cheap labors are available. Inevitably, "foreign" 
management practices like participation will also be brought in and implemented by those 
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foreign expatriates. Nevertheless, different cultures may have employees holding different 
work values, which may eventually lead to different work behaviors. For example, Redding 
(1976) concluded that Chinese workers in the People's Republic had frequently displayed 
work values different from those of Western workers because of political and economic 
differences. It is a developing nation with a per capita gross national product and income far 
below those ofthe other Chinese societies like Taiwan and Hong Kong. Besides, the People's 
Republic was isolated for many years, while those other countries have had extensive rapport 
with the West over the last decades. Furthermore, despite recent economic developments, 
many of which are confmed to specially designated zones. Thus, the work setting in the 
People's Republic is entirely different from the work settings in those developed countries, 
and it is doubtful if the basic Western assumptions on management and organization still can 
hold (Laaksonen, 1984). 
Shenkar and Ronen (1987) further revealed that when comparing the relative 
importance of the various work goals among employees in the People's Republic and in other 
predominantly Chinese countries (Hong Kong, Taiwan, Singapore), PRC managers displayed 
some unique aspects as they significantly valued more on having autonomy, coworkers who 
cooperate, but valued less on promotion. Such differences in the importance assigned to these 
goals may be attributed to Chairman Mao's emphasis on having autonomous performance and 
cooperation among co-workers among cadres in the People's Republic, but his fierce 
opposition to hierarchy during his regime (Shenkar & Ronen, 1987). Under the influence of 
such ideologies, promotion became a negligible goal to employees in the People's Republic, 
because it could hardly result in more authority and autonomy as well as bring about slight 
financial rewards. Also, the low importance of promotion might reflect a fear that initiative 
would be risky in a politically volatile environment. 
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In short, the values andjob attitudes of the local staff in a host country may be 
different from those of the foreign managerial staff. In this sense, it would be doubtful 
whether such imported management practices like participation can be similarly successful in 
other countries, especially in those developing countries like the Mainland China. In fact, 
theories developed and confirmed in the West should not be automatically assumed to be 
valid in different cultures (Leung, in press, cited in Leung, Smith, Wang & Sun, in press). 
However, little research has been done to examine the perceptions towards participation in 
any particular culture other than those aforementioned. 
Are Employees Willing To Participate? 
Participative management is not always bringing positive effects to organizations in 
countries outside where it has been developed. For example, Welsh, Luthans and Sommer 
(1993) found that participative technique brought about a decrease in performance among a 
sample ofRussian factory workers. These workers may have been frustrated by what they 
perceived as a facade of participation, because even though they had been given the 
opportunities to express themselves and they had done so rather vocally in the past, these 
instances rarely resulted in any action by their superiors (Welsh et al., 1993). Not 
surprisingly, they reacted negatively when again submitted to an intervention that asked for 
participative input. Perhaps the workers in the factory had intentionally limited their 
production during the participative intervention, and had not been truly participating or giving 
meaningful suggestions in front of outsiders (i.e., the on-site researchers). Not only could 
they avoid the frustration ofbeing rejected or ignored as in the past, but also they would not 
put themselves in the position of expressing problems inhibiting performance (Welsh et al., 
1993). 
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The above evidence clearly illustrated how one's attitude or perceptions towards 
participation may influence one's participation behavior, which in turn may affect the 
subsequent effectiveness of this management technique. Most important of all, management 
approaches and techniques like participation may be perceived differently by employees in 
cultures other than where they have been developed. 
Worse still, there appears to be an assumption in participation research that all 
employees are naturally prepared and ready to participate given the opportunity. However, 
findings question this assumption. For instance, among a sample of managerial and non-
managerial employees, Abdel-Halim (1983) found that the desire for participation and 
education level moderated the relationship between perceived hierarchical power differential 
(HPD) and perceived level of participation in decision making (PDM). Results indicated that 
for managerial staff who were highly desirous of participation or with higher education level, 
the relationship between perceived HPD and PDM was negative. On the other hand, for 
managerial staff who were of low desire for participation or with lower education level, the 
relationship between perceived HPD and PDM was positive. In other words, participative 
management may not always associate with and result in the employees' perceptions ofa 
more equalized power structure in the organization. Rather, individuals ofdifferent desires 
for participation and levels of education may perceive power structure differently and react to 
PDM differently. Abdel-Halim (1983) concluded that while the quest for power and control 
over work environment might be a universal phenomenon, not everybody operated effectively 
with participation. 
In another research by Miller and Pritchard (1992), they also found that the younger 
and the more well-educated the employees, the more they desired for participation in decision 
making. In short, the positive outcomes associated with a participatory system may be 
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restricted to situations where employees' desire for participation is apparent, and their 
demographics like age and education level are within the favorable range. Otherwise, this 
management strategy may be counterproductive as employees may consider it a threat to their 
own control over their work environment (Abdel-Halim, 1983). Recall the Russian workers 
in Welsh et al's (1993) study, it was doubtful if they were willing to participate at all. Before 
adopting a participative management strategy, it is therefore important to consider whether 
conditions of an organization in a particular culture are conducive to this style of 
management. For example, employees' desire for participation may be an essential factor for 
its ultimate success. Yet there lacks systematic research on examining how employees' 
behavioral intention, such as their willingness or desire to engage in participatory activities, 
affect their participation behaviors. Furthermore, little research has been done on studying the 
factors that determine this behavioral intention. 
Objectives of Present Study 
The present study will systematically investigate the perceptions towards work 
participation using a sample of mainland Chinese employees. More importantly, it will 
examine the psychological mechanisms that determine employees' participation behavior. At 
the theoretical level, based upon findings in this kind of local research effort, it is hoped to 
establish a conceptual model that can be generalized to other cultures in explaining 
employees' participation behavior. At the applied level, it is hoped that such an 
understanding will bring about more effective implementation of imported management 
strategies as well as development of local management practices. 
Expectancy Approach As The Theoretical Framework 
As mentioned, different cultures may have employees possessing different work 
values, which may eventually lead to different work behaviors. In fact, values had often been 
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used to explain the cultural differences observed (Leung, Bond & Schwartz, 1995). 
Nevertheless, most studies which evaluated the link between values and specific behaviors 
found the link to be either non-significant or weak (e.g., Fishbien & Ajzen, 1975; Leung, 
Bond & Schwartz, 1995). As proposed by Feather (1988), the expectancy-valence theory is a 
useful framework that links values to specific behaviors. According to expectancy-valence 
theory, the tendency to perform an act depends on the strength of the expectancy (perceived 
likelihood) that this act will lead to specific outcomes and on the valences (perceived values) 
of these outcomes for the person (Atkinson, 1964; Vroom, 1964). Feather (1982) argues that 
the influence of values on specific behaviors is mediated mostly by valences associated with 
the specific action. In his framework, values are conceptualized as a particular class of 
motives and thus are related to valence as they influence a person's subjective definition of 
the situation so that certain objects, activities, and states of affairs within the immediate 
environment acquire positive valence (become attractive) or negative valence (become 
aversive). Thus, an understanding of any specific behaviors within a culture or across cultures 
can be achieved in terms of expectancies and their outcome valences which will mediate 
values that are more global and abstract concepts. 
Expectancy-valence theory has been found to be useful in explaining a variety of 
specific behaviors (e.g., Matsui, Kagawa, Nagamatsu, & Ohtsuja, 1977; Klandermans, 1984; 
Leung, 1987). In the present study, it is therefore argued that similar to those studied 
behaviors, the expectancy-valence paradigm can be used as the theoretical framework to 
examine employees' participation behavior. 
Expectancies For Participation 
The expectancy-valence approach has been used to explain the effectiveness of work 
participation (Mitchell, 1973; Schuler, 1980). Briefly put, under a participative system, it is 
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the improvement of employees' expectancies on effort-performance and performance-reward 
relationships that has ultimately influenced employee motivation, performance and 
satisfaction. In other word, it is not "participation" per se that influences satisfaction and 
performance, but it is the employees' expectancies that mediate the positive effects of work 
participation. 
Despite the above line of participation research using expectancy-valence approach, 
there lacks systematic investigation on the taxonomy of related expectancies that may be 
important for predicting the participation behavior itself. The present investigation will 
therefore start with generating a taxonomy of expectancies for participation. Both positive 
and negative outcomes should be expected through work participation. 
Positive Outcomes Found In Past Research In The West 
The general picture provided from past research is that work participation would 
provide the opportunities for employees to voice and select work-related objectives they 
value, and the means to reach these objectives. In another sense, it may increase employees' 
understanding ofthejob, the amount and accuracy of task-relevant information, and clarify 
the paths and expectancies to various goals (e.g., Mitchell, 1973; Hackman, 1976; Locke & 
Schweiger, 1979; Kerr & Slocum, 1981). The sense of autonomy and authority, and 
information sharing will be increased. In the present study, it is postulated that similar 
benefits which relate to the work itself and the improvement in one'sjob attitudes should also 
be expected among the Chinese employees. 
Positive Outcomes Existing In Mainland China 
The concept of participation should never be strange to the PRC Chinese under the 
regime of the Communist Party of China (CPC). The recent history ofChina can be divided 
into the following periods: economic rehabilitation (1949-52), First Five-Year Plan (1953-57), 
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the Great Leap Forward (1958-60), economic recovery (1961-65), the Cultural Revolution 
(1966-76) and the Post-Mao Period after 1977. Across different periods, workers had been 
encouraged to participate in management through making proposals to management in the 
state-owned enterprises. The CPC demanded participation from below and the blending of 
local initiative in management, which was termed as "participation up the line". This means 
that people at lower organizational levels take part in decision-making and work which 
belongs normally to the higher organizational levels (Laaksonen, 1988). Also, workers' 
congresses and revolutionary committees were set up for assisting workers in such kind of 
participation. 
Although the instrument of participation is in place already, workers gained no actual 
power in making decisions concerning their work through such participation. Huo and 
Glinow (1995) concluded that participation from organizational members is generally low in 
the PRC. In a typical state-owned plant, five managers make up the "decision level" in the 
organization. These include the factory director as the official head, the director ofthe 
Communist Party Committee who actually rivals the power of the factory director. Beneath 
these two directors are three chiefs who have equal power: the chief engineer, the chief 
accountant, and the chief economist. This practice is known as "collective leadership", which 
refers to the presence of leaders with equal power for making vital decisions at the top of the 
organization. This kind of decision making is actually prevalent in both political and business 
organizations. The leaders do confer with each other on vital decisions, but input from lower-
level employees is minimal. Thus, workers' participation in management was actually 
intended to elicit the consent and motivation of the work-force, and it served as part of the 
apparatus of moral encouragement by the party (Kent, 1992). 
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In short, the nature of participation in China is different from the original philosophy 
ofparticipative management, which truly aims at increasing autonomy, shared authority and 
information. It is therefore argued that outcomes other than increased autonomy, authority, 
and shared information should also be expected through participation. In fact, visitors touring 
plants in the PRC may notice signs visible all around the shopfloor that encourage everyone in 
the organization to "participate". Participation, in such a context, really means "to do a good 
job at your post so that you can maximize your contribution to the entire organization or the 
entire country" (Huo & Glinow, 1995). Meanwhile, participation in this sense should be a 
useful tool for impression management for employees. Although the Chinese workers may 
not value promotion (Shenkar & Ronen, 1987), having a good image in front of their 
supervisor will be useful for maintaining their position in the organization. 
Negative Outcomes Existing in Mainland China 
Chinese culture is characterized with a high power distance (see Hofstede, 1980; 
Schwartz, 1994). According to Hofstede (1980), power distance (PD) is the degree of 
inequality existing between a less powerful and a more powerful person, which in industry 
would be represented by the superior-subordinate relationship. The construct of work-related 
PD refers to how much hierarchical inequality people will accept and indeed regard as proper. 
In this sense, the hierarchical power differential, i.e., the difference between the amount of 
influence or power perceived to be exercised by subordinate members relative to their 
immediate supervisory level should be high. 
In general, individuals from a culture high on PD tended to behave submissively in the 
presence of a manager, and they were afraid or at least unwilling to disagree with a superior. 
Also, subordinates from a high-PD culture preferred a more autocratic or paternalistic 
supervisor. In fact, Redding and Casey (1976, cited in Redding & Wong, 1986) found that 
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when compared with the beliefs about management behavior found in the West counterparts, 
the Chinese leadership style clearly indicated a distinctly more autocratic approach, especially 
in the contexts of sharing information with subordinates and allowing them to participate in 
decision making. Besides, Silin (1976, cited in Redding & Wong, 1986) denoted the concern 
of the Chinese leader with the retention of power, and that the leader tends to be clearly and 
unequivocally predominant and "tends to prevent executives from making highly visible 
personal contributions which might suggest that they possess leadership quality". Regarding 
work participation provides opportunity for subordinates to "challenge" or "disagree" with the 
supervisor, it is not surprising then Chinese employees may expect that participation could 
bring about a conflicting relationship with their supervisor as this practice is threatening 
towards the hierarchical structure of power. As a result, participation may also threaten one's 
position in the organization. 
Chinese culture is also characterized with a high collective orientation (see Hofstede, 
1980). For collective orientation, it emphasizes the group and considerations ofkinship, 
mutual obligation, and reciprocity. Interpersonal harmony is emphasized. Employees in 
collectivist societies generally expect organizations to look after them like a family and to 
provide them with training, supporting, and recreational facilities. Also, managers rate 
security rather than autonomy as more important; group decisions are considered better than 
individual decisions; and individual initiative is socially frowned upon. 
On one hand, the idea of participation matches the concerns of collective orientation. 
Participation may therefore be expected to bring about positive outcomes at group level such 
as the improvement in team work and team spirit. On the other hand, it should be noted that 
in group participation situations, differences in individual personalities, values and/goals may 
set the stage for conflict and ineffectiveness (Mansbridge, 1973; Wood, 1973; Sashkin, 1976; 
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Schuler, 1980). Also, it provides discontented employees with the opportunity to 
communicate grievances and thus facilitates conflict (Corwin, 1969, cited in Lee & Schuler, 
1982; Gramson, 1966). Therefore, it is postulated that negative outcomes at group level such 
as conflicts among co-workers would also be resulted through participation. Besides, as the 
distinction between the individual and the group is blurred for people high on collective 
orientation, participation in decision making may intensify role conflict (when a receiver is 
sent expectations by other individuals that conflict with each other) and role ambiguity (when 
an individual does not have clear guidelines regarding his or her levels of authority and 
responsibility). 
To sum up, through participation, it is postulated that positive outcomes such as 
improvement injob attitudes, impression, and team work would be expected; whereas 
negative outcomes about having relational conflicts with supervisor and co-workers, as well 
as conflicts due to ambiguous roles or responsibilities would be expected among the Chinese 
employees. 
Relationships Among Expectancies, Outcome Valences And Participation 
A basic tenet ofthe expectancy-valence theory is the assumption that the willingness 
to participate in an activity or an action of a social movement is a function of the perceived 
costs and benefits of participation in that activity or action (Feather, 1982). Participation is 
unlikely to be attractive to employees who do not see the direct benefits to them. It is 
postulated that the actual level of participation should be higher only for individuals who have 
a stronger desire for or willingness to participate, which is in turn determined by their 
expected outcomes and outcome valences of participation. 
It has been a long debate to use either an additive or a multiplicative model in the 
expectancy-valence approach to explain specific behaviors'. A model combining 
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expectancies and outcome valences additively would be the most parsimonious as compared 
to a multiplicative model. In a recent attempt by Leung, Bond & Schwartz (1995), choice 
behaviors on resource allocation, conflict resolution, and influence strategy, were investigated 
among subjects in both Israel and Hong Kong. Results had empirically supported an additive 
model in explaining behavioral choices. 
In the present study, it is postulated that an additive model should also be able to 
explain more variances in one's willingness to participate than a multiplicative model. In 
addition, most studies applying expectancy-valence approach to explain behavioral choices 
have found that expectancies are more consistent in predicting behavioral intentions than the 
corresponding actual behaviors (see Ajzen & Fishbien, 1980; Bauman & Chenoweth, 1984; 
Godin, Valois, Leplage & Desharnais，1992). It is therefore anticipated that the present model 
should be more predictive of one's behavioral intention (i.e., willingness to participate) than 
one's actual behavior (i.e., actual level of participation). 
Hypothesis la. Positive expectancies should be related to an increase in employees' 
willingness to participate, which in turn should be related to an increase in 
their actual level of participation. 
Hypothesis lb. Negative expectancies should be related to a decrease in employees' 
willingness to participate, which in turn should be related to a decrease in 
their actual level of participation. 
Psychological Mechanisms Affecting Expectancies Of Work Participation 
Apart from investigating work participation in terms of expectancy-valence model, the 
present study will examine why the employees expect those outcomes to be brought about 
through participation. As an additive model is postulated to have better prediction on one's 
willingness of participation, expectancies and valences can be regarded as independent 
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concepts in expectancy-valence theory. Thus, an investigation that further focuses only on 
expectancies should be entirely acceptable in theoretical terms. 
Perceived Supervisor Intentions 
As mentioned previously, participation may bear the symbolic meaning ofachieving 
ideological consensus in the politically volatile environment ofChina. Thus, interpretation of 
supervisor's motives should become critical in determining what consequences the employees 
would expect to have after participation, and eventually in affecting whether the subordinates 
are willing to participate. Intention perceptions are helpful in comprehending and predicting 
the behavior ofothers (Heider, 1958) and are crucial prerequisites ofsocial interaction 
(Maselli & Altrocchi, 1969). We make sense ofothers' behavior through our perceptions of 
their intentions, and our attributions of others' intent enable us to estimate how effective 
different behaviors will be in dealing with them (Thomas & Pondy, 1977). 
Generally speaking, results from a prior set ofstudies suggested that subordinates 
would try to determine ifsupervisors' intentions were constructive (e.g., to facilitate better 
performance and demonstrate support), nonconstructive (e.g., to put subordinates in their 
places), or a mixture of these two extremes (Fedor, Buckley & Eder, 1987, cited in Fedor, 
Eder & Buckley，1989). In a study by Fedor, Eder and Buckley (1989) among participants 
who responded to scenarios within the context oftheir current work situations about their 
perceived supervisor intentions of giving feedback, four broad themes ofsupervisor feedback 
intentions were derived. These included to dominate the subordinate; to focus the 
subordinates' attention on unit standards; to personally support the subordinate; and /or to 
urge the subordinate to increase productivity. Results also indicated that intention perceptions 
had significantly contributed to the variance explained for subordinate reactions, motivation to 
improve, and feedback seeking behavior. Besides, intention perceptions interacted with 
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feedback sign (positive/negative) in affecting feedback reactions. Non-constructive feedback 
intentions altered subordinates' perception of positive feedback, whereas non-constructive 
intentions contributed only marginally to reactions associated with feedback that was already 
perceived as negative. In other words, intention perceptions appeared to function as a 
discounting mechanism when positive feedback was received for less constructive reasons. 
From the above study, it is reasonable to propose that the perceived motives behind 
why the supervisor is using a particular behavioral style can, in fact, vary. Different intents 
can be seen similarly as driving a given behavior. A supportive and employee-centered 
supervisory style may not be expected to generate only constructive supervisory intentions 
from the subordinate's perspective; other similarly possible supervisor motives may include a 
desire to exhibit acceptable behavior, to show concern for the subordinate's well-being, or to 
elicit self-incriminating information to be used against the subordinate at a later time 
(Goodall, Wilson & Waagen, 1986). In some cases, therefore, a supervisor who exercises a 
more employee-centered behavioral style may only create greater difficulty for the 
subordinate who is trying to disentangle the supervisor's feedback intentions (Fedor, Eder & 
Buckley, 1989). 
Despite the conceptual importance of intention perceptions in influencing one's 
subsequent behaviors, little empirical research has been done except the above mentioned few. 
In the realm of participative management, it is argued that perceived supervisor intentions in 
encouraging employees' participation should affect the outcomes subordinates expected to 
arise from participation. Employees may perceive both constructive and non-constructive 
supervisor intentions for encouraging their participation. Constructive supervisor intentions 
may include showing concern for the subordinate's well-being, urging the subordinate to 
increase productivity, etc. If employees regard being encouraged to participate because of 
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these constructive intentions of their supervisor, they may then expect work participation to 
bring about positive outcomes. On the contrary, non-constructive supervisor intentions may 
include a desire to dominate the subordinate, to elicit self-incriminating information to be 
used against the subordinate at a later time, etc. It is not surprising then employees may 
expect participation to bring about negative outcomes when they consider being encouraged 
to participate because of these non-constructive intentions of their supervisor. 
In short, the perceived supervisor intentions are more general beliefs that should affect 
the formulation of more specific expected outcomes. As expectancies had generally been 
found to be able to mediate the effects of more abstract and global attitudinal variables on 
specific behaviors (e.g., Leung et al., 1995), it is therefore postulated that the expectancies for 
participation should also serve as mediating variables between the perceived supervisor 
intentions and employees' willingness to participate. 
Hypothesis 2a More constructive supervisor intentions should be positively related to the 
probability ofhaving those positive outcomes through participation; and thus 
an increase in employees' willingness to participate and their actual level of 
participation. 
Hypothesis 2b. Less constructive supervisor intentions should be related to the probability of 
having those negative outcomes through participation; and thus a decrease in 
employees' willingness to participate and their actual level ofparticipation. 
Interactional Justice 
Although research findings from intention perceptions clearly illustrated that various 
supervisor motives may be perceived similarly possible with the same behavioral style ofthe 
supervisor, a more employee-centered style should still be more likely to be perceived to 
relate to more constructive supervisor intentions. Such claim can be supported by research on 
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justice perceptions. For example, Tyler (1988) found that in encounters with police and 
courts, citizens' perceptions ofhonesty, respect for rights, and politeness on the part ofthe 
authorities were perceived as important determinants of the perceived fairness ofthe treatment 
they received. Such kind ofjustice perception is the perception of interactional justice, which 
is concerned with the quality of interpersonal treatment received from decision-makers and 
the extent to which formal decision-making procedures are properly enacted (Bies & Moag, 
1986; Tyler&Bies, 1990). 
Work participation is not ajustice issue. Nevertheless, it still involves close 
interaction between the superior and the subordinates. There should then be generated an 
aggregated perception ofhow well their boss has treated them interpersonally. In addition, 
the Chinese tradition is characterized with a high preference for interpersonal harmony and 
Ren-Qing (see Redding & Wong, 1986; Cheung, Leung, Fan, Song, Zhang & Zhang, 1996). 
With such high reliance on personal relations, the perceptions ofbeing interpersonally 
respected by the supervisor in the organization should therefore be a salient variable in 
helping the subordinate to define his/her situations within the work setting, and to interpret the 
behaviors ofsupervisor towards him/her in general terms. When being encouraged to 
participate, the employees' perception of interactional justice should then be a useful cue for 
interpreting the intentions of supervisor. Therefore, it is postulated that employees' perceived 
interactionaljustice, that is, the interpersonal treatment received from supervisor, should be 
related to perceived supervisor intentions. The perception ofbeing treated well interpesonally 
should lead to a higher perceived likelihood ofhaving those constructive supervisor intentions 
for encouraging one's participation, whereas the perception ofbeing ill treated interpersonally 
should lead to a higher perceived likelihood ofhaving those non-constructive supervisor 
intentions for encouraging one's participation. In turn, the perceived supervisor intentions 
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would mediate the effect of such general perceptions of interactional justice towards the 
outcomes expected for work participation, which will then determine employees' ultimate 
willingness to participate and their actual level of participation. 
Hypothesis 3 The perception of interactional justice should be positively related to the 
perception ofthe more constructive supervisor intentions; and negatively 
related to the perception of the less constructive supervisor intentions. 
Summary 
To recapitulate, the present study attempts to investigate the perceptions towards work 
participation among employees in the work setting of Mainland China. A taxonomy of 
expectancies including both positive and negative outcomes is expected to exist, and the 
corresponding valences will be attached to these expected outcomes. 
More importantly, the present study attempts to build up a conceptual model in 
explaining employees' participation behavior. It is postulated that the perceived interactional 
justice is an important variable that affects subordinates' perceived supervisor intentions for 
encouraging their participation. The formulated intention perceptions will then affect 
employees' expectancy perceptions towards participation. Being a powerful mediating 
variable found in past research, the expectancy perceptions should be able to mediate the 
effects of intention perceptions on employees' behavioral intention, their willingness to 
participate. This behavioral intention will ultimately determine their actual level of 
participation. The above proposed causal relationships between the variables are presented in 
Figure 1 • Being a pioneer attempt to investigate the constructs of expectancy perceptions and 
supervisor intention perceptions in participation research, more specific hypotheses can only 
be generated until the underlying dimensions of these two constructs are revealed. 
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Two studies will be conducted in the present investigation. The first study is a 
qualitative survey which aims at identifying the perceptions towards work participation 
among the Mainland Chinese employees so as to help derive an indigenous tool for more in-
depth investigation in the second study. Following Study One, the second study is a 
quantitative survey which aims at building up a model in explaining their work participation 
behavior. 
Study One 




Twenty-one part-time MBA students from a university in Shanghai were used as 
respondents. Sixteen were males and five were females. Their mean age was 29.2 (土 3.6). 
Three ofthem were working injoint-ventures; while the remainder ofthem were working in 
state-owned enterprises. 
Materials 
A 2-page questionnaire consisted of seven open-ended questions was constructed to 
investigate employees' perceptions on work participation: Questions include: (1) “In your 
opinion, what are the content, meaning, and activities for work participation?"; (2) and (3) 
“What are the advantages /disadvantages will work participation bring about to your work 
unit?’，；（4) and (5) "What are the advantages /disadvantages will work participation bring 
about to yourself?"; (6) "Do you like work participation at all? Why?"; and (7) "What are the 
intentions and reasons for your supervisor or work unit to encourage you to involve in work 
participation?" 
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Procedure 
Subjects were asked to fill in the questionnaire during one of their regular classes. 
They were asked to write down as many opinions as they had for each question. 
Results 
Content analysis had been conducted on the information collected for the seven 
questions. Answers to each question were first split into simple sentences which contained 
only one single idea in each of them. A total of 315 sentences were obtained, and they were 
intensively discussed among three raters and coded into potentially useful categories. 
Sentences were examined in detail and integrated where there was large overlap in meaning. 
The inter-rater agreement in their categorization was generally high at 80%. The 20% 
sentences that were being disagreed in their grouping after thorough discussion were 
discarded. As a result, a total of 250 sentences remained for further analysis 
Meaning of Work Participation 
Information gathered from Question 1 helped depict the meaning and behavioral 
indicators of work participation in the eyes of the Chinese employees. Among the 250 items, 
60 items were obtained in this question. Answers like "taking more responsibilities" and 
"being highly responsible in one's work position" were common. This resembled what Huo 
and Glinow (1995) concluded about the meaning of participation as “to do a goodjob at your 
post so that you can maximize your contribution to the entire organization or the entire 
country". Meanwhile, there were answers mentioning "to actively involve in different kinds 
of organizational activities", and "to actively give suggestions/opinions for the well-being of 
the work unit". Furthermore, answers mentioned that the ways to give opinions included “to 
verbally inform the supervisor by oneself/ through representative after group discussion", and 
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"through an individual/ group written report to the supervisor". In some sense, this reflected 
the dimensions of direct vs. indirect; and individual vs. group participation. 
Expected Outcomes for Participation 
The opinions gathered in Question 2 to 6 helped identify their expected outcomes for 
work participation. Out of250 items, about 160 items were generated from these questions. 
Items with similar meaning were grouped together into ten categories. For personal 
advantages ofparticipation, improvement in one'sjob attitudes, work skills, prospect, and 
social image were commonly mentioned. Personal disadvantages could be grouped as 
role/responsibility ambiguity, impaired relation with supervisor and colleagues, impaired 
work efficiency. Organizational advantages mentioned were similar to those personal 
advantages highlighted but with a focus at the work group level. 
Within each category, sentences with similar meanings were then omitted. Also, 
sentences describing specific examples which reflected the advantages or disadvantages of 
participation were either omitted or integrated with those sentences describing the 
corresponding advantages or disadvantages. As a result, a total of49 items at the same level 
of specificity that were unique in reflecting the above derived categories ofadvantages or 
disadvantages were obtained. These advantages and disadvantages could be considered the 
positive and negative outcomes respectively that might be resulted from participation. 
Supervisor Intentions 
Regarding Question 7 on the perceived intentions of and reasons for encouraging 
employees' participation, a total of 30 items were obtained. Items could be divided into two 
board themes ofmore constructive and less constructive intentions. One theme was about 
serving the self interests of the supervisor (e.g., "to establish his/her authority and 
credibility"). While this was a very constructive intention in the eyes ofsupervisor, it was not 
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quite constructive in the eyes of employees. The other theme was about serving the benefits 
of the employees (e.g., “to know your understanding of the enterprises so as to give you close 
guidance"); and benefits of the organization/work unit (e.g., "to increase work efficiency"). 
These employee-serving and organization-serving intentions could be could be regarded as 
more constructive intentions. 
Following a similar procedure in maintaining unique items as in Expected Outcomes, 
sentences of similar meanings were omitted. Also, sentences describing specific examples 
which reflected supervisor intentions were either omitted or integrated with those sentences 
describing the corresponding intentions. As a result, a total of 26 items at the same level of 
specificity that were unique in reflecting the above two themes of supervisor intentions were 
obtained. 
Discussion 
Study One is an important initial step for an indigenous investigation of the 
perceptions towards work participation among the Chinese employees. From the information 
gathered, we know that participation not only means giving opinion and having influence in 
work-related decisions with their supervisor, but also it refers to the fact that employees 
should be highly responsible for theirjob. Besides, their ways of participation include both 
direct and indirect, and individual and group forms. Ten categories of expected outcomes 
have been revealed, which consisted ofboth positive and negative expectancies for 
participation. Two categories of supervisor intentions were identified, comprising both less 
constructive and more constructive intentions. Items obtained for the constructs of 
expectancies and supervisor intentions will be used for the design ofa local quantitative 
survey instrument. 
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Study Two 
The second study attempts to build up a model in explaining employees' participation 
behavior through a quantitative survey. The causal relationships between the variables have 
been proposed in an earlier section of the text (see Figure 1). Generally speaking, employees' 
perception ofbeing treated interpersonally well should affect their perceived supervisor 
intentions for encouraging their participation. They should perceive a higher probability of 
having more constructive intentions that serve for the employees or for the organization; but a 
lower probability of having those less constructive intentions which serve for the supervisor 
himself/ herself. Such intention perceptions should then influence employees' expectancy 
perceptions. Obviously enough, if they consider a high probability of having those less 
constructive intentions, negative outcomes such as having conflicting relationships with the 
supervisor should be expected. If they regard those more constructive intentions as possible, 
positive outcomes should be expected to arise from participation. In tum, employees should 
be more willing to participate when they consider a high likelihood of having positive 
outcomes; otherwise, they should be less willing when they consider a high likelihood of 
having negative outcomes from participation. Employees' willingness to participate will 
ultimately mediate the effects of the expectancy perceptions on their actual level of 
participation. As already mentioned, being a pioneer attempt to investigate the constructs of 
expectancy perceptions and supervisor intention perceptions in participation research, more 
specific hypotheses can only be generated until their underlying dimensions are revealed. 
Method 
^ubiects 
A total of 251 questionnaires were distributed to the Mainland Chinese employees, 
who were working in enterprises with different nature of ownership. These included 
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collectively-owned enterprises, state-owned enterprises, private-owned enterprises,joint 
ventures, and foreign-owned enterprises. 200 questionnaires were distributed in Shenzhen 
and 51 were distributed in Shanghai. 
For the 200 questionnaires distributed in Shenzhen, 170 questionnaires returned. 
Among the returned questionnaires, 11 of them were discarded as there revealed special 
response pattern like "zigzag" throughout the questionnaire. For the 51 questionnaires 
collected in Shanghai, 10 respondents reported working in organizations with the nature of 
ownership other than the above five kinds (e.g., school) were also discarded for further 
analysis. Finally, data analysis was based upon a sample of 200. 
Among the final sample of200 employees (159 in Shenzhen and 41 in Shanghai), 123 
were males and 71 were females. Their mean age was 27.93 (土 7.76) and the minimum 
educational level achieved was junior high school. Their average total working tenure was 
7.64 years (土 7.81). Details of respondents' demographic data are presented in Table 1. 
Material 
A 14-page questionnaire consisted of different sections^ was constructed (see 
Appendix A & B). 
An operational definition for work participation was given at the beginning of the 
questionnaire. The definition was derived from the results of Study One and past research. It 
was written as: "Work participation can be defined at both individual and organizational/work 
unit levels. At individual level, the employee should be highly responsible for one'sjob 
duties, which include to actively reflect to the superior those work-related problems, as well 
as to propose constructive ideas for solving them. At organizational/work unit level, it refers 
to the coordination and cooperation among the employees. Also, employees should show 
concern for the matters related to the organizational/work unit, such as the work objectives, 
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planning, work process, and direction of development. Practical suggestions should be 
proposed as well." 
Participation In The Decision Making Process 
Employees' participation behavior was measured in terms of their participation in the 
decision making process. Twelve decision tasks varying in the type of issue involved were 
adopted to use from studies by DIO International Research Team (1983), and Wang and 
Heller (1993). They were chosen as they could entail the aspects of work participation being 
defined, which included the long-term development of the organization, actions or changes at 
the departmental level, and decisions related to daily tasks of the employees. Specifically, the 
12 decisions related to the work itself; working conditions; personnel functions; and company 
policies. 
For each decision task, respondents were asked to indicate along 5-point Likert scales 
how important the decision task was for them (1 二 not important at all and 5 = very 
important); the extent to which they currently participated in its decision making process (1 = 
not at all and 5 = a lot); and how willingness they were to participate in its decision making 
process (1 = very unwilling and 5 = very willing) respectively. 
Methods of Participation 
In this section, subjects were asked to indicate the degree to which they would like to 
participate in the decision making process through four different methods along 5-point Likert 
scales (1 = very unwilling and 5 = very willing). The methods were those behavioral 
indicators revealed from Question 1 in Study One. They were "to verbally inform the 
supervisor by oneself; "to verbally inform the supervisor through representative after group 
discussion"; "through an individual written report to the supervisor"; and "through a group 
Written report to the supervisor after group discussion". As mentioned, these methods in some 
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sense reflected the dimensions of direct vs. indirect; and individual vs. group forms of 
participation. 
It was postulated that the Chinese employees might prefer to participate in the decision 
making process as a group rather than individually; and to adopt indirect instead of direct 
methods of participation. Because these would be apparently less risky as they did not 
challenge or disagree with the supervisor directly and individually. 
Expectancies For Work Participation 
As mentioned, 49 items were generated from Question 2 to 6 in Study One to use as 
the expected outcomes for work participation. Respondents were asked to indicate how likely 
the outcomes would occur due to their participation along 5-point scales (1 二 entirely 
impossible and 5 = highly possible). 
Outcome Valences of Work Participation 
Subjects also had to indicate how important it was for them to attain each of the 49 
outcomes along 5-point Likert scales (1 = not important at all and 5 = very important). 
Importance has been used to conceptualize and measure valence successfully in previous 
works (e.g., Feather, 1988; Maddux, Norton & Stoltenberg, 1986), and these importance 
scores constituted the valence component in the expectancy-valence model. All the valences 
were phrased positively (indicating a desirable outcome) so that subjects could respond to the 
importance meaningfully. 
Perceived Supervisor Intentions 
A total of 26 items were generated from Question 7 in Study One to measure the 
perceived supervisor intentions for encouraging employees' participation. Subjects were 
asked to indicate how likely it would be the intention of their supervisors to encourage their 
participation along 5-point Likert scales (1 = entirely impossible and 5 = highly possible). 
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Interactional Justice 
The dimension ofinteractionaljustice was measured by 11 items which were adopted 
to use from Moorman (1991) and Wu^ (thesis in progress). Subjects had to indicate the extent 
to which they agreed with the description about their interactions with their supervisor in the 
work setting (1 二 strongly disagree and 5 = strongly agree). 
Demographic Variables 
In this section, respondents were asked to write down some personal details. These 
included their sex, age, educational level, and working experiences and so on. 
Procedures 
Respondents in Shenzhen were approached by an external quality audit staffduring 
their usual working hour with prior approval from the organizations. Respondents in 
Shanghai were approached by the course lecturer when they were attending a part-time 
management training course in a university in Shanghai. All of them were asked to fill in the 
questionnaire anonymously. The questionnaire could be finished in about 30 minutes. 
Subjects were paid $HK30 for their participation. 
Results 
Factor Analyses 
Three sets offactor analyses were conducted on the 49 items of expectancies, the 26 
items of perceived supervisory intentions, and the 11 items of interactionaljustice 
respectively by the method of maximum likelihood. 
Expectancies 
Scree-plot indicated that a three-factor model should be sufficient for identifying the 
underlying dimensions of the expectancies for work participation, as regards the scree began 
at the third factor. Meanwhile, two- to seven-factor solutions using oblique rotation were 
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tried. The three-factor oblique solution showed a clearer cluster of items and was used finally. 
The correlations among the three factors were -.01 between Factor 1 and Factor 2, -.43 
between Factor 1 and Factor 3, and -.14 between Factor 2 and Factor 3 respectively. 
Table 2 shows the factor loadings of the items. Items with loadings < .3 or those with 
loadings > .25 in more than one factor were discarded for interpreting the factor structures and 
further analysis. Also, an item which was conceptually incoherent in Factor 1 (item 6) was 
deleted for further use. As a result, a total of 11 items were discarded (7 items in Factor 1, 1 
item in Factor 2, and 3 items in Factor 3 respectively). 
Factor 1 (11 items) was characterized by high positive loadings on expectancies like "to 
get the appreciation from your supervisor" (item 18)，"to get the promotion opportunity" 
(item27), "to leave a better image in the eyes of the supervisor" (item31), etc. This factor was 
labeled Enhanced Social Image. Factor 2 (20 items) was characterized by high positive 
loadings on expectancies such as "resulting in arguments between you and your superior" 
(item 47), "resulting in intensified relations among colleagues" (item9), "everyone will 
consider that the work is shared, and this will lead to a messy situation in which all are 
responsible /all are not responsible for it" (item 10), etc. This factor was labeled Relational & 
Role Conflict. Factor 3 (7 items) was characterized by high negative loadings on expectancies 
like "increasing your sense of responsibility towards work" (item 25), "nurturing your interest 
towards work" (item 36), etc. This factor was labeled Improved Job Attitudes. Altogether, 
the three factors accounted for 30.4% of the total variance. 
The above derived dimensions suggested that the Mainland Chinese employees 
generally had three clusters of expectancy perceptions. They similarly expected to have 
positive outcomes which were related to the work itself and the improvement injob attitudes 
(Factor 3) as found in past participation research. Besides, they expected the consequence of 
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having an enhanced social image in front of their supervisor (Factor 1). However, on the 
negative side, relational conflicts with both supervisor and co-workers, role conflicts and 
impaired work efficiency (Factor 2), were expected too. 
Supervisor Intentions 
Scree-plot also indicated that a three-factor model should be sufficient for identifying 
the underlying dimensions of the supervisory intentions, as regards the scree began at the third 
factor. Meanwhile, two- to five-factor solutions using oblique rotation were tried. The three-
factor oblique solution showed a clearer cluster of items and was used finally. The 
correlations among the three factors were .12 between Factor 1 and Factor 2，-.05 between 
Factor 1 and Factor 3, and .20 between Factor 2 and Factor 3 respectively. 
Table 3 shows the factor loadings of the items. Similarly, items with loadings < .3 or 
those with loadings > .25 in more than one factor were discarded for interpreting the factor 
structures and further analysis. Also, an item which was conceptually incoherent in Factor 2 
(item 12) was deleted for further use. As a result, a total of 5 items were discarded (1 item in 
Factor 1 and 4 item in Factor 2 respectively). 
Factor 1 (10 items) was characterized by high positive loadings on intentions like "to 
get rid ofhis/her own responsibility for unfinished duties" (item 9), "to dig out how you and 
others perceive him/her so as to identify and treat those who are not satisfied with hinVher" 
(kem 24), etc. This factor was labeled SelfImage & Interest Enhancement. Factor 2 (8 
Items) was characterized by high positive loadings on intentions like “to strengthen your sense 
ofbelonging towards the enterprise" (item 19)，“ to nurture you for your promotion in future" 
(item 18). This factor was labeled Employee Growth. Factor 3 (3 items) was characterized by 
high positive loadings on intentions like "for increase your work efficiency" (item 6). This 
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factor was labeled Work Quality Improvement. Altogether, the three factors accounted for 
37% of the total variance. 
The present results suggested that the Mainland Chinese employees generally had 
three clusters of intention perceptions. They perceived the probability of the supervisor to 
have less constructive intentions in enhancing his/her own image and serving his/her self 
interests (Factor 1). Meanwhile, they also perceived the probability of the supervisor to have 
more constructive intentions in supporting the growth of employees (Factor 2) and urging for 
improvement in work quality (Factor 3). 
Interactional Justice 
Factor analysis on the 11 items of interactional justice had yielded only one factor. 
This was consistent with previous research on interactional justice (IJ) as to treat it as a 
unidimensional concept (e.g., Leung, Smith, Wang & Sun, in press). 
Determining Factors For A Stable Factor Solution 
A variety of rules have been suggested for determining the sample size required to 
produce a stable solution when performing a factor or component analysis. The most popular 
rules involve an N-to-p ratio (number of independent observations to number of observed 
variables) of five. If using this rule, the ratio between the present sample size ¢^ 二 200) and 
the number of expectancies items (49) did not reach this heuristic rule. Nevertheless, 
Guadagnoli and Velicer (1988) argued that such claim lacked empirical support and a 
theoretical rationale; rather, the component saturation and absolute sample size should be the 
most important factors to produce a stable solution. 
According to Guadagnoli and Velicer's (1988) procedure, each derived component 
pattem following factor analysis can be assessed with respect to the number of variables 
defining a component and with respect to the magnitude of component loadings. Referring to 
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the present three-factor model of expectancies, each component possesses about four items 
with loadings above .60, the pattern can then be interpreted whatever the sample size used 
(Guadagnoli & Velicer, 1988). In fact, Velicer, Peacock and Jackson (1982) reported that the 
match ofa sample factor pattem to its population pattem was quite good at the N = 144 level. 
In the present study, a sample of 200 and component saturation obtained from the above 
factor solutions should therefore be adequate to provide a solution that best represents its 
population pattem. 
Reliability Analyses 
Cronbach's alphas were calculated for the scales (see Table 4). For the perceived 
importance of decision tasks, the actual level of participation, and willingness to participate in 
the decision making process, three scales were formed respectively with the corresponding 
answers on the 12 decision tasks. For the expectancies, three scales were formed according to 
the derived dimensions from the factor analysis. They were the Enhanced Social Image scale; 
Relational & Role Conflict scale; and Improved Job Attitude scale. Three corresponding 
scales for valences were also formed. For the supervisor intentions, three scales were formed 
according to the derived dimensions from the factor analysis. They were Self-Image & 
Interest scale; Employee Growth scale; and Work Quality Improvement scale. The 
Interactional Justice scale was formed by the 11 items measuring the perceived interactional 
justice. The Cronbach's alphas of the above scales ranged from .63 to .91. 
Regression Analyses 
The multiplicative and additive models were compared (see Footnote 1). The 
accounted variance of the additive model as shown in Table 5 (R^ = .30, 2 < .01) was more 
than that of the multiplicative model (R^ = .27, £ < .01). Specifically, it were the perceptions 
of having a high probability of getting an Enhanced Social Image, but a low probability of 
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having Relational & Role Conflicts, as well as a high importance (valence) ofhaving 
Improved Job Attitudes, that significantly accounted for the variance in one's willingness to 
participate in the decision making process. 
For the actual level of participation, similarly, the accounted variance of the additive 
model (R^ = .08) was more than that of the multiplicative model (R^ = .05). Yet the obtained 
R^ was extremely small. This should not be surprising as past research on expectancy-valence 
model generally found that the model was more predictive ofbehavioral intentions 
(willingness in the present study) than of actual behaviors. 
Consistent with previous research, an additive model combining expectancies and 
outcome valences was found to be the most parsimonious and able to explain more variances 
of employees' behavioral intention in work participation. 
Structural Equation Analysis 
Having derived the underlying dimensions of expectancy perceptions and intentions 
perceptions, LISREL 8 analysis (Joreskog & Sobram, 1993) was performed to test the 
hypothesized causal model as it is able to test relationships simultaneously and its capacity to 
incorporate multiple measures of underlying constructs. 
Measurement Properties 
A total of 9 constructs were fitted in the model. They were Interactional Justice, the 
three constructs of intentions perceptions (Self-Image & Interest, Employee Growth, and 
Work Quality Improvement), the three constructs of expectancy perceptions (Relational & 
Role Conflicts, Enhanced Social Image, and Improved Job Attitudes), Willingness to 
Participate, and Actual Level of Participation. Among the nine constructs to be fitted in the 
model, three indicators were established for each of them. Following the procedure suggested 
by Mathieu and Farr (1991), this was done by first fitting a single factor solution to each set of 
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items and then averaging the items with highest and lowest loadings to form the first 
indicator, averaging the items with the next highest and lowest loadings to form the second 
indicator, and so forth until all items were assigned to one of the three indicators for each 
variable. This procedure was necessary to reduce the number of parameters estimated in the 
measurement model. Meanwhile, the construct of supervisory intentions for Improved Work 
Quality did not go through the above procedure as it had three indicators originally. 
Correlations between the variables are presented in Table 6. Factor loadings and 
proportions ofvariance extracted for the constructs are presented in Table 7. The factor 
loadings were generally high and statistically significant. The path coefficients between the 
indicator variables and their respective underlying constructs were all significant at ^  < .01 
level, implying that they were good indicators of their respective underlying constructs. 
Regarding a measurement model of exact fit was not expected, the RMSEA fit index was used 
to test the hypothesis ofclose fit, H。: 8 < 0.05. The RMSEA fit index obtained was .06. 
Browne and Cudeck (1993, cited in MacCallum, Browne & Sugawara, 1996) suggested that 
RMSEA values in the range of .05 to .08 indicated fair fit of the model. Other fit indexes for 
the measurement model are presented in Table 8. 
Nested Models Comparisons 
Nested model comparisons had been done between the Hypothesized Model, Model 1, 
Model 2, Model 3，and the Modified Model. All these alternative models were fitted with 
theoretical ground. 
Hypothesized Model. As the general framework of the causal relationships between the 
variables has already been stated clearly in previous sections, only specific links between IJ, 
Intention perceptions, and Expectancy perceptions would be highlighted. Regarding the 
perception of IJ was about interpersonal treatment, it should only affect employees' 
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perceptions of supervisor intentions that were people-oriented. Thus, the perceived 
interactional justice should lead them to consider that the supervisor was likely to encourage 
participation for Employee Growth, but was less likely for serving Self-interest and Image 
Enhancement. If employees perceived that the supervisor encouraged participation for less 
constructive intentions like for Self Image and Interest Enhancement, negative outcomes such 
as having Relational & Role Conflicts should be expected. If they regarded those more 
constructive intentions like for Employee Growth and Work Quality Improvement as possible, 
positive outcomes such as having an Enhanced Social Image and Improved Job Attitudes 
should be expected. Figure 2 represents the full recursive structural equation model used to 
test the causal hypotheses. 
Model 1 Vs. Model 2. 
Model 1 consisted of additional direct paths between variables compared with the 
Hypothesized Model (see Figure 3). Previous research onjustice perceptions has mainly 
established its direct effects on a variety of variables (e.g., Leung, Chiu & Au, 1993; 
Moorman, 1991;McFarlin & Sweeney, 1992). Thus, a model including all direct paths from 
Interactional Justice (IJ) was fitted as a potentially useful model. Besides, expectancies have 
been found to be more predictive of behavioral intentions than the corresponding actual 
behaviors (see Ajzen & Fishbien, 1980). Thus, this contention was examined by fitting direct 
paths from the three constructs of Expectancy perceptions to the actual level of participation 
behavior. Also, all direct paths from the three constructs of Intention perceptions were fitted 
to Expectancy perceptions. 
In Model 2, it did not fit the direct paths from IJ to the three constructs of Expectancy 
perceptions, the willingness to participate, and actual level of participation (see Figure 4). 
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This alternative model was proposed to examine whether a more parsimonious model with the 
indirect effects ofIJ on variables could be sufficient. 
The chi-square difference test was used to evaluate the relative fit of the models as the 
chi-square statistic is useful for comparing different nested models (Bentler & Bonnet, 1980). 
The chi-square difference between Model 1 and 2 (9.84, df= 5) was not significant at the .01 
level. According to James, Mulaik and Brett's (1982) criterion, Model 2 was preferred for its 
parsimony. In fact, most of the direct paths from IJ were not significant in Model 1. All these 
demonstrated that in the present study, the effects of IJ on variables was indirect through its 
influence on Intention perceptions. This result was consistent with Hypothesis 3. 
Model 2 Vs. Model 3 
Compared with Model 2, Model 3 had no direct paths from the three constructs of 
Expectancy perceptions to the actual level of participation (see Figure 5). Again, this 
alternative model was proposed to examine whether a more parsimonious model with the 
indirect effects of Expectancy perceptions on actual participation behavior could be sufficient. 
The chi-square difference between Model 2 and 3 (4.47, ^ = 3) was not significant at 
the .01 level. Following a similar criterion, Model 3 was preferred for its parsimony. Also, 
the non-significant paths between Expectancy perceptions and the actual level of participation 
again demonstrated the mediating role of behavioral intentions as consistently found in 
previous research. 
Model 3 Vs. Hypothesized Model 
This time, the chi-square difference between Model 3 and the Hypothesized Model 
(20.22,近=5) was significant at the .01. This suggested that certain paths between Intention 
perceptions and Expectancy perceptions not being hypothesized to exist might have to be 
considered to add in for improving the model. The path from intentions for Self-Image & 
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Interest Enhancement to Enhanced Social Image expectancies, and that from intentions for 
Employee Growth to Relational & Role Conflicts expectancies, were significant. Yet such 
kind of modification should not be data-driven, rather it should be theoretically sound and 
sensible. Thus, only the path from Employee Growth to Relational & Role Conflicts was 
added in the Modified Model. When the employees thought that their supervisor intended for 
subordinate growth, it would not be surprising then having conflicting relationships with the 
supervisor would be regarded as less likely. 
Model 3 Vs. Modified Model 
The chi-square difference between Model 3 and the Modified Model 
(11.32, df= 4) was not significant at the .01, and a more parsimonious model was preferred. 
Regarding a model of exact fit was not expected, the RMSEA fit index was used to test the 
hypothesis of close fit, Hg: s < 0.05. The RMSEA fit index obtained for the Modified Model 
was .069, which indicated fair fit of the model (see MacCallum, Browne & Sugawara, 1996). 
Table 8 presents the fit indexes for each model. 
Among the 12 causal paths for the Modified Model (see Figure 6)，11 of them were 
significant at the .01 level; and one of the path, from Relational and Role Conflict 
expectancies to Willingness to participate reached marginal significance at the level of .06. In 
short, this model represented the present data reasonably well. 
The role of Interactional Justice (IJ) in the formation and determination of perceived 
supervisor intentions was supported by the strong and significant paths from IJ to supervisor 
intentions for Self Image & Interest Enhancement (-.34)，and that to Employee Growth (.42) 
respectively. The perceived IJ was associated with the intention perceptions of a less 
likelihood for the supervisor to have less constructive intentions in enhancing his/her own 
image and serving his/her self interests, but a higher probability of having more constructive 
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supervisor intentions in supporting the growth of employees. These results were consistent 
with Hypothesis 3. 
The effect of IJ on the formulation of expected outcomes for participation was then 
mediated through the perceived supervisor intentions, which had shown the predicted effects 
in the formation and determination of expectancies. While the more likely the supervisor was 
perceived to encourage employees' participation for SelfImage & Interest Enhancement, the 
more likely the employees would expect work participation to bring about more Relational & 
Role Conflict (-.53). While the more likely the supervisor encouraged employees' 
participation for Employee Growth and for Work Quality Improvement, the more likely the 
employees would expect participation to bring about an Enhanced Social Image (.31 and .45 
respectively) and Improved Job Attitudes (.35 and .52 respectively). In addition, when 
employees perceived the intention for Employee Growth as highly likely, they would perceive 
Relational & Role Conflict (.23) as less likely to be resulted from participation. Again, these 
results were consistent with Hypotheses 2a and 2b. 
Subsequently, the expectancies showed the predicted relations with Willingness to 
participate in the decision making process. The higher the probability an Enhanced Social 
Image (.25) and Improved Job Attitudes (.36), but the less likely Relational & Role Conflicts 
(.14) would be expected through work participation, the more the employees would be willing 
to participate. Moreover, employees' behavioral intention (their willingness to participate) 
had mediated the effects of expectancies on their actual participation behavior. These results 
were consistent with Hypotheses la and lb. 
ANOVA Results 
A series of one-way ANOVAs were performed to examine whether the perceptions 
towards participation were significantly different with respect to the demographics of 
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employees. Given the large number of statistical tests involved in this analysis, only those 
results significant at the 0.01 level were highlighted. For details of all ANOVA results, see 
Appendix C. 
With respect to the five different kinds of ownership of their current employers, there 
were significant differences in IJ and actual level of participation, for Fs (4, 180) = 3.81 and 
4.60 respectively. For both IJ and actual level of participation, employees working in state-
owned enterprises had a significantly lower rating as compared with employees working in 
other four kinds of organizations. 
Concerning the different prior working experiences in the five kinds ofenterprises, 
subjects who had only one ofthese experiences were selected for comparison. Significant 
differences were found in the perceived likelihood ofhaving Improved Job Attitude and the 
desire in using group written report as a method of participation, for Fs (4, 101) = 4.06 and 
4.68 respectively. For both variables, employees who had only prior working experience in 
state-owned enterprises had significantly lower ratings than the other four groups of 
employees. For other perception variables, in fact, this group of employees got the lowest 
ratings (or in the negative directions) too. 
Across the three age groups of employees, significant differences were found in the 
perceived supervisor intentions for Self Image & Interest Enhancement and actual level of 
participation, for Fs (2, 187) = 5.57 and 6.50 respectively. Employees in the 25-29 age group 
rated significantly higher in the perceived supervisor intentions for self interest than those in 
the other two age groups that were below 24 and above 30 respectively. Meanwhile, this age 
group rated significantly lower than the other two groups in the actual level ofparticipation. 
Regarding gender difference, males rated significantly higher than females in the perceived 
supervisor intentions for SelfImage & Interest Enhancement, for F (1, 192) 二 10.69. Across 
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different educational levels, surprisingly, employees of lower education levels (such as having 
primary school or below, orjunior high school) rated a significantly higher actual level of 
participation, for F (4, 187) = 4.22. Different from the findings of previous studies, there was 
no significant difference in the willingness to participate for employees of different 
educational levels. 
General Discussion 
A Theoretical Model On Work Participation 
The present study contributes to an understanding of employees' participation 
behavior in terms of a structural equation model. The underlying structure of expectancies for 
participation has been systematically investigated. A taxonomy of three dimensions of 
expectancies is found. Apart from the outcomes related to the work itself andjob attitudes as 
found in past research, there are also outcomes about having a better social image, and leading 
to relational/role conflicts. 
Moreover, the current study establishes importance of perceived supervisor intentions 
and interactional justice in the formulation of the above expectancies. The construct of 
supervisor intentions consists of three dimensions: for enhancing self interest and image; for 
the growth of employees; and for improving work quality. Similar to Fedor et al.'s (1989) 
study on supervisor intentions in giving feedback, the less constructive and more constructive 
intentions exist. Yet it should be noted that the content of the perceived intentions are specific 
to work participation. Thus, the effects of perceived supervisor intentions should be 
vigorously researched with other organizational behaviors. 
In addition, the present investigation reveals that how well the employees perceive 
being treated interpersonally, i.e., the perceived interactional justice, contributes to the 
formulation of their intention perceptions. Past research onjustice perception has mainly 
Work . Participation 43 
established its direct effects on a variety of variables such as industrial actions (Leung, Chiu 
& Au, 1993), organizational citizenship behavior (Moorman, 1991), andjob satisfaction 
(McFarlin & Sweeney, 1992) and so on. In the present study, the effects ofjustice 
perceptions on expectancy perceptions has been found to be indirect, being mediated through 
intention perceptions. This suggests that research on the intervening variables betweenjustice 
perceptions and the outcome variables should be considered. 
Although the formulation ofthe present model of work participation begins as a local 
investigation among the Mainland Chinese employees, it is anticipated that similar structure 
for expectancy and supervisor intention constructs, and similar causal relationships among the 
variables can be found in other work contexts outside Mainland China. Possible cultural 
differences may be the relative strength of the paths between these variables. In other words, 
the present model ofwork participation should be a generalized model for explaining 
employees' participation behavior. 
Chinese Perceptions Towards Work Participation 
In the present Mainland Chinese sample, among the three dimensions ofexpectancies 
for participation, the likelihood ofhaving outcomes on relational and role conflicts is 
relatively weak in predicting one's willingness to participate as shown in the structural 
equation model, whereas the probability of getting an enhanced social image and improved 
job attitudes have stronger predictive power in one's willingness to participate. This is 
somewhat surprising as regards Chinese are presumably highly emphasizing guanxi 
(relationship); and such heavy reliance on personal relations is apparent in the work setting 
too (see Redding & Wong, 1986). 
Does the present pattem of results imply an undergoing change in value orientation 
among the PRC Chinese? In a recent research on cultural dimensions ofvalues by Schwartz 
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(1994), results indicated that the Mainland China samples are high on the importance 
attributed to Hierarchy and Mastery values, and low on the importance of Egalitarian 
Commitment values, and average on the autonomy/conservatism dimensions. Schwartz 
(1994) concluded that "...China is not a prototypical collectivist society, if collectivism refers 
to a conception of the person as deeply embedded in the collectivity without legitimate 
autonomous interests. The notion of China as a culture that legitimates hierarchical 
differentiation is supported, and the major hallmark of this culture is an emphasis on 
entrepreneurship within highly regulated relationships" (p.ll7). Although this is only an 
anodoctal account using change in cultural values to speculate the present result pattern, it 
should be noted that personal value orientations demonstrated within a culture are under the 
influence of culture-level values through the process of socialization. Yet the influence of 
personal values on the relative strength of the above expected outcomes in affecting one's 
willingness to participate has not been empirically examined in the present study. In the 
future, this is an interesting line of research that can be considered. 
Apart from value orientations, the impact of economic reforms may shed light on the 
present pattern of results. Since the Open Door Policy in 1979, tremendous economic 
changes have been brought about especially to those coastal regions such as Shanghai and 
those Economic Zones like Shenzhen, wherejoint ventures and foreign-owned enterprises are 
mushrooming. This has created lots of employment opportunities not only for the Chinese 
living in those regions, but also for Chinese from other regions. The influx ofthese "migrant 
employees" has made the workplace "culturally diverse", as people from different regions of 
China possess very different "cultures" in various aspects like dialects. In fact, the present 
sample is compiled with employees coming from various regions who may be regarded as 
outgroups in the host regions. In collectivist cultures, there is sharp ingroup-outgroup 
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distinctions, as people show harmony within ingroups but the total society may be 
characterized by disharmony and nonsharing (Triandis, Bontempo, Villareal, Asai & Lucca, 
1988). 
Following the above line of logic, it is speculated that these employees may not have a 
strong sense ofbelonging in the workplace then, because they will eventually go back to their 
home region; and worse still, they may have been treated as outgroups with little interpersonal 
sharing and harmony. Employees may perceive their relationship with their supervisor and 
co-workers as instrumental, which is only a temporary relationship solely as a means to attain 
their personal goals. As a result, they will still consider the probability ofhaving conflicting 
relationships with supervisor and co-workers, but relative to the perceived likelihood of 
getting personal rewards, these outcomes may play a less important role in predicting one's 
willingness to participate. It is because the personal rewards such as money, enhanced 
personal worth, etc. can become their long-term possession even when they leave the 
workplace and go back to their home regions. Outgroup behavior for collectivists is actually 
featured as to do whatever you can get away with (Triandis, Bontempo, Villareal, Asai & 
Lucca, 1988). Perhaps when the present study replicates with employees working in in-group 
work settings, different pattern of results may be revealed. 
Working Experiences In State-Owned Enterprises 
The present results reveal that employees with prior working experience in state-
owned enterprises generally have more negative perceptions and lower desire towards 
participation, though the differences in ratings among the five different kinds of ownership do 
not reach statistical significance. A similar pattern is found with employees who are currently 
working in state-owned enterprises, in particular, they regard their supervisor as less 
interpersonally just. 
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State-owned enterprises are controlled, owned and managed by the government. It has 
to follow strict plans set by the government, either central or provincial, in a variety of aspects 
like the price for the product, the way to sell products, the quantity of production, etc. Once 
an employee works for the enterprise, it is responsible for his or her whole life in various 
aspects which include housing, medical, and pension and so on (Shenkar & Glinow, 1994). 
There are little differences in salary for different ranks of employees. To a certain extent, this 
means that rewards and salary are not contingent on one's performance at all. Thus, work 
participation may not be attractive to them as this would not bring about tangible rewards but 
this may increase the chance ofbringing risk to one's position. 
For the collectively-owned and private-owned enterprises, the prospects of employees 
are more contingent on their capability and performance. Forjoint ventures and foreign 
owned enterprises, profit-making is their ultimate goal and individual performance is highly 
emphasized along with group cooperation. In other words, constructive opinions from below 
will be "genuinely" welcome for improving productivity. Therefore, perceptions towards 
participation among employees from these four kinds of enterprises will not be so negative as 
compared with their counterparts who have working experience in state-owned enterprises. 
Managerial Implications 
Based upon the present model of work participation, it implies that whether 
participation can be effectively implemented may be ultimately relied on how well the 
employees perceive their supervisors to have treated them interpersonally. Managerial staff 
should be highly considerate in their interpersonal encounters with their subordinates in the 
work setting so that employees feel that they are being respected, fairly treated, listened to, 
etc. With such perceptions towards the interpersonal treatment received from their supervisor, 
employees will be nurtured a sense of reciprocity, and more likely to consider that any actions 
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or proposals from their supervisor are of constructive intentions. Not surprisingly, they will in 
turn expect to have advantages rather than disadvantages if they are involved in those 
activities. It should be noted that the willingness of employees to participate in an activity is a 
crucial element for the ultimate success of any management practice. 
The above account only points out the fundamental principal underlying the effective 
implementation of management practices such as work participation. Concrete business 
strategies that are aligned with the particular organization and national cultures should be 
considered. For example, in the work settings of Mainland China, perceptions of interactional 
justice may involve ganging touii, a term commonly used in Mainland to describe an 
investment in the affective component of interpersonal relationship. This strategy is 
originally conceptualized as a way of enhancing an individual's influence over the allocator in 
order to strive for social resources controlled by a particular allocator. Although it does not 
involve resource allocation in the implementation of participative management, taking the 
initiative to strengthen ganging from the supervisor towards subordinates can be beneficial to 
his or her management. The most popular strategy for strengthening ganging and guanxi in 
China is to increase the social interaction between two parties deliberately, by visiting, the 
giving of gifts (Yang, 1992, cited in Bond & Hwang, 1986). For instance, supervisor can 
arrange banquets on occasions like celebration for increased productivity/ profit making, 
birthday, etc. to build up personal relationships with his or her subordinates. 
In addition, the forms of participation should be carefully considered if they are 
compatible with the characteristics of the employees. For the Mainland Chinese, they show 
the highest preference for more indirect and group forms of participation. Only has such 
preference been considered will the management practice be able to be effective and accepted 
by the employees. 
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Future Research Directions 
The present study demonstrates the importance of indigenous effort in investigating 
organizational behaviors. Such an understanding will then contribute to the effective 
implementation of"imported" management strategies with appropriate cultural considerations 
in a particular culture. Only through such cumulative effort will there be a real increase in the 
understanding of both universal and specific aspects of human being. 
In the future, the present model should be replicated in the work settings of other 
cultures. It is anticipated that the expectancy and intention constructs can be generalized for 
the understanding of the perceptions towards participation among employees in other 
countries. Also, the relationships among the variables in the model should be confirmed, with 
the only difference in the relative strength of the paths between them. 
Furthermore, being one of the pioneer research which integrated interactioanl justice 
with participation research, their theoretical linkages should be much more systematically 
developed. In particular, the relation between interactional justice and supervisory intentions 
is an important area for investigation. 
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Footnote 
1. It has been a long debate for using an additive or a multiplicative model in the expectancy-
valence approach to explain specific behaviors (see Mitchell, 1982). To test the multiplicative 
model, the usual practice is to enter the sum of the product terms of EV (Expectancies x 
Valences) into the regression equation (see Fishbien & Ajzen, 1975; Ajzen & Fishbien, 1980; 
Ajzen, Nicholas & Driver, 1995). Other researchers suggested that such multiplicative 
composite should be treated as interactions using a hierarchical regression analysis (see 
Evans, 1991). In the present study, the multiplicative model would be examined by summing 
the product terms of EV as done in most of the previous studies in the field. 
2. In the questionnaire, there was a section of 12 questions adopted to use from Smith, Dugan 
and Trompennaars' (1996) Questionnaire Culture and Organizational Structure. Six of the 
questions measured Collective Orientation, and the other six of them measured Achievement-
Ascription dimension. For Collective Orientation, the items were phrased in the form of 
dilemmas with a dichotomous forced-choice response format. For Achievement-Ascription, 
respondents were asked to indicate the extent to which they agreed with each item along a 
five-point Likert scale (1 = strongly agree and 5 = strongly disagree). It was originally 
interested to explore empirically how the above value orientations of employees would relate 
to their perceptions towards work participation and the subsequent behaviors. However, the 
alphas for these two scales were extremely low (.10 and .39 for Collective Orientation and 
Achievement-Ascription respectively). With such low alphas, there was no way to use them 
for further analysis as results obtained might not be interpreted meaningfully. In the future, 
other scales measuring these value orientations should be tried to examine this area of interest 
again. 
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3. Among the 11 items measuring interactional justice, 5 of them were modified from P.G. 
Wu's doctoral thesis research on supervisor feedback. Wu has recently obtained his Ph.D. in 
the Department of Psychology of the Chinese University of Hong Kong. 
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Table 1 
Demographic data of subjects in the study 
Personal Data Mean SD 
1.Age 27.93 ±7.76 





4. Educational Level 
Primary school or below 0 
Junior high school 22 
Senior high school 75 
Technical college 16 
College 51 
University or above 28 
5. Marital Status 
Single 102 
Married 84 
6. Nature of ownership of current emplover 
Collectively-owned Enterprise 20 
State-owned Enterprise 16 
Private-owned Enterprise 39 
Joint Venture 14 
Foreign Owned Enterprise 96 
1. Prior working experience 
Collectively-owned Enterprise 40 
State-owned Enterprise 71 
Private-owned Enterprise 42 
Joint Venture 24 
Foreign Owned Enterprise 38 
Note. The total number of subjects shown by the different break-downs 
(sex，education level, marital status, and nature of ownership of current 
employer) might not be equal to 200 due to missing data. Prior working 
experience was not exclusive to only one of the category. 
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Table 7 
Factor Analysis of the Expectancy Items 
Items Oblique Rotated Factor 
Loadings 
Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 
Factor 1 (Enhanced Social Image) 
18. To get the appreciation from your supervisor. .78 
1 1. Your supervisor and co-workers will have a .68 
comprehensive understanding of your capability. 
23. To Increase your personal status and credibility. .65 
14. You can show your working ability. .58 
27. To get the promotion opportunity. .56 
17. You will have a substantial degree of autonomy in .54 
using your own methods in work. 
16. You will feel the existence of personal worth. .52 
31. To leave a better image in the eyes of supervisor. .48 
*21. Able to consider problems more comprehensively .41 -.26 
and in detail. 
7. To increase your work quality and quantity. .36 
*26. Your capability can be expressed. .36 -.31 
5. Problems in your work can be solved more quickly. .34 
*42. To increase your confidence in tackling difficulties. .32 -.30 
*6. To provide support for the decisions made by .31 
supervisors in your work unit. 
34. Everyone will have the sense of being valued. .31 
*38. To increase group cohesion between co-workers. .31 .30 -.26 
* 15. To ensure the loopholes of decisions made in the work .30 -.27 
unit being kept in a minimum. 
*3. To discover your strength in work so as to understand .29 
what job position will be most suitable to you. 
Factor 2 (Relational and Role Conflict) 
47. Result in arguments between you and your superior. .67 
48. You are very likely to be attacked if you point out the .66 
obvious weaknesses of your supervisor. 
46. You will get troubles if you talk about the truth that .66 
does not suit the "taste" of supervisor. 
44. To make the supervisor feel insufficient and lose face. .62 
12. Result in vicious competition between co-workers. .60 
45. Situations for "personal show-off’ will be reinforced. .59 
Eigenvalue 8.24 6.44 2.13 
% of variance accounted 15.5 11.8 3.1 
Note. This is the maximum likelihood analysis. Items with an asterisk (*) were not used in further 
analysis due to factor loading less than .30, double loadings (>.25)，or conceptual incoherence from 
the factor. 
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Table 2 (continued) 
Factor Analysis of the Expectancy Items 
Items Oblique Rotated Factor 
Loadings 
Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 
Factor 2 (continued) 
40. It w i l l c o m p l i c a t e s imp l e works , as th is makes some .58 
j o b s that can be managed by a person become more 
d i f f i c u l t to be managed . 
41. Y o u r weaknesses w i l l be eas i ly exposed . .51 
9. Eve ryone w i l l cons ider the work is shared , th is leads .51 
to a messy s i t ua t i on in wh i c h al l are respons ib l e / a l l 
can be not r espons i b l e for it. 
39. Too much work p a r t i c i p a t i o n w i l l a f fec t your own j o b . .48 
43. I f your p roposa l is not accepted by your superv i so r , .46 
th is w i l l b e come p sy cho l o g i c a l stress and bu rden to 
you . 
22. Ex i s tence o f more messy s i t ua t i ons . .46 
24. Soc i a l l o a f i n g be tween co-workers w i l l be re i n fo rced . .44 
13. Lead to f o r m u l a t i o n o f sma l l g roups that ho l d the i r .44 
own o p i n i o n s s t rong ly , wh i l e there lacks p owe r f u l 
leader . 
49 . W o r k p a r t i c i p a t i o n w i l l on l y b r i ng advan t ages to .43 
i n d i v i d u a l s w h o are good at imp ress i on m a n a g e m e n t ; 
w h i l e those w h o rea l ly work hard s i l en t l y w i l l be 
cons ide red ve rac i ous w i t h o u t m u c h bene f i t s . 
10. W o r k p a r t i c i p a t i o n creates con f used s i t u a t i ons as al l .41 
o f you may regard the work as shared toge ther , and 
th is resul ts in that a l l can hand l e the wo rk as we l l as 
al l can pass it over . 
8. H i n d e r i n g the overa l l work e f f i c i e n cy and was t i n g o f .38 
resources in your work un i t . 
32. It becomes d i f f i c u l t for superv i so r to lead when .33 
everyone pa r t i c i pa te ac t i ve l y . 
30. O n e ' s work p a r t i c i p a t i o n may be cons i de red bo t he r i n g .31 
others too m u c h and th is w i l l create u n h a p p i n e s s . 
*33 . It may a f fec t the work o f the work un i t in every .29 
aspects as the o p i n i o n s o f peop le are v a r i o u s and 
d i f f i c u l t to be u n i q ue . 
E i g e n v a l u e 8.24 6.44 2.13 
% o f v a r i ance accoun ted 15.5 11.8 3.1 
Note. This is the maximum likelihood analysis. Items with an asterisk (*) were not used in further 
analysis due to factor loading less than .30, double loadings (>.25) , or conceptual incoherence from 
the factor. 
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Table 2 (continued) 
Factor Analysis of the Expectancy Items 
Items Oblique Rotated Factor 
Loadings 
Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 
Factor 3 (Improved Job Attitudes) 
25 . I n c r e a s i n g you r sense o f r e s pon s i b i l i t y t owa rds wo r k . -.75 
36. N u r t u r i n g you r interests t owa rds wo rk . -.66 
19. I n c r e a s i n g you r c o m m i t m e n t to the o r g a n i z a t i o n . -.65 
35. I n c r e a s i n g you r u n d e r s t a n d i n g o f the j o b . -.61 
28. A l l o w i n g you to get work-re la ted i n f o r m a t i o n mo re -.41 
accu ra t e l y . 
2. I n c r e a s i n g you r a b i l i t y in p r o b l e m s o l v i n g . -.40 
*29 . C o m m u n i c a t i n g a m o n g s t a f f at a l l l eve ls . .28 -.37 
4. I n c r e a s i n g the image o f o r g a n i z a t i o n in you r eyes. -.31 
*1 . I n c r e a s i n g the sense o f b e i n g pe r sona l l y i m p o r t a n t in -.29 
the o r g a n i z a t i o n . 
*37 . Y o u w i l l have j o b s a t i s f a c t i on . -.23 
E i g e n v a l u e 8.24 6.44 2.13 
% o f v a r i a n ce a c coun t ed 15.5 11.8 3.1 
Note. This is the maximum likelihood analysis. Items with an asterisk (*) were not used in further 
analysis due to factor loading less than .30，double loadings (>.25) ’ or conceptual incoherence from 
the factor. 
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Table 3 
Factor Analysis of the Perceived Supervisory Intention Items 
Items Oblique Rotated Factor 
Loadings 
Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 
Factor 1 (Self Image & Interest) 
10. To get the a pp rec i a t i o n f rom h is /her own superv i so r . .76 
9. To get r id o f h is /her own r e spons i b i l i t y for .74 
u n f i n i s h ed du t ies . 
8. To p lan for h is /her career path as when work .73 
p a r t i c i p a t i o n comes out w i t h resu l ts , these can be the 
ev idences for h is /her p r o m o t i o n in the fu ture . 
16. By e n cou r a g i n g you to g i ve sugges t i ons , the .66 
superv i sor can show h is /her au t ho r i t y and w i s d o m 
t h rough reac t i ng to your sugges t i ons . 
24. To d ig out how you and others perce ive h im /he r so .64 
as to i den t i f y and treat those w h o are not sa t i s f ied 
w i th h im /he r . 
4. To demons t r a t e that s/he is more open . .63 
15. To es tab l i sh h is /her au t ho r i t y . .63 
*3 . To push you to f o l l o w h is /her s upe rv i s i on . .59 .26 
14. To show that s/he gets the c a p ab i l i t y and c o n f i d e n c e . .53 
1 1. To show that the w o r k i n g e n v i r o n m e n t o f the work .53 
un i t is much better . 
7. To s upp l emen t for h is /her i n c a p a b i l i t y in wo rk . .45 
Factor 2 (Employee Growth) 
19. To s t rengthen your sense o f b e l o n g i n g t owards the .62 
o r g a n i z a t i o n . 
13. To s t rengthen your i n v o l v e m e n t in the o r g a n i z a t i o n . .62 
20. To get subo rd i na t es more coheren t . .59 
18. To nur ture you for your fu ture p r o m o t i o n . .54 
*17 . To push you to raise your w o r k i n g c a p a b i l i t y . .50 .30 
26. To p rov i de you the o p p o r t u n i t y to express your .47 
persona l a b i l i t y . 
E i g e n v a l u e 5.54 4.25 1.66 
% o f v a r i ance a ccoun t ed 18.9 14.1 4 
Note. This is the maximum likelihood analysis. Items with an asterisk (*) were not used in further 
analysis due to factor loading less than .30, double loadings (>.25) , or conceptual incoherence from 
the factor. 
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Table 3 (continued) 
Factor Analysis of the Perceived Supervisory Intention Items 
Items Oblique Rotated Factor 
Loadings 
Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 
Factor 2 (continued) 
21. To get the p rob l ems in work so l ved . .44 
25. To he lp you raise your image . .44 
*23 . To p rov i de h im /he r w i th the bas is for dec i s i on m a k i n g . .33 .44 -.34 
* 12. To let h i m s e l f / h e r s e l f to be more a v a i l a b l e for s o l v i n g .38 
other p r ob l ems . 
5. To k now better your u nde r s t a nd i n g o f the .38 
o r g an i z a t i o n so as to gu i de you a c c o r d i n g l y . 
Factor 3 (Work Quality Improvement) 
2. To unders tand your w o r k i n g c a p a b i l i t y and your sty le .60 
o f t h i n k i n g . 
1. To imp rove your work a t t i t udes . .57 
6. To increase your work e f f i c i e n cy . .38 
E i g e n v a l u e 5.54 4.25 1.66 
% o f va r i ance accoun ted 18.9 14.1 4 
Note. This is the maximum likelihood analysis. Items with an asterisk (*) were not used in further 
analysis due to factor loading less than .30, double loadings (>.25) , or conceptual incoherence from 
the factor. 
i 
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Table 4 
Cronbach's Alohas For The Use Scales fN = 200) 
Scale g 
Expectancies 
Enhanced Social Image (11) .83 
Increased Relational & Role Conflict (20) .88 
Improved Job Attitudes (7) .79 
Valences 
Enhanced Social Image (11) .84 
Increased Relational & Role Conflict (20) .91 
Improved Job Attitudes (7) .82 
Supervisory Intentions 
SeIf-Image & Interest Enhancement(lO) .87 
Employee Growth (8) .76 
Work Quality Improvement (3) .63 “ 
Interactional Justice (11) .89. 
Participation in the Decision Making Process 
Perceived Importance of Decision Tasks (12) .76 
Actual Level of Participation (12) .89 
Willingness to Participate (12) .77 
Note. Number in parentheses are the number of items included in that scale. 
I 
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Table 7 
Summary of Simultaneous Regression Analysis for Variables Predicting Willingness to 
Participate among Chinese Workers 
Variables 旦 SEB g 
Expectancies 
Enhanced Social Image .14 .06 .18* 
IncreasedReladonal&RoleConflict .12 .05 .16* 
Improved Job Attitudes .10 .08 .12 
Valences 
Enhanced Social Image .09 .06 .13 
Increased Relational & Role Conflict .02 .05 .04 
Improved Job Attitudes .17 .07 .23* 
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Table 7 
Measurement Model Results 
Constaict/Indicator Factor 延 t Proportion 
loading of variance 
extra£ted 
Interactional Justice (IJ) 
IJ1 .58 .035 16.53** .86 
IJ2 .56 .039 14.40** .72 
IJ3 .52 .038 13.78** .68 
Intentions for Self-Image & Interest Enhancement (SI) 
511 .56 .046 12.07** .60 
512 .65 .048 13.63** .72 
513 .59 .046 12.97** .67 
Intentions for Emplovee Growth (GI) 
GI l .39 .040 9.74** .47 
GI2 .46 .043 10.66** .55 
GI3 .53 .047 11.35** .62 
Intentions for Work Oualitv Improvement (QI) 
QI1 .47 .065 7.20** .34 
QI2 .56 .064 8.67- *^ .51 
QI3 .38 .063 5.94** .23 
Expectancies of Increased Relational & Role Conflict (CE) 
CE1 .51 .037 13.75** .83 
CE2 .49 .043 11.51** .59 
CE3 .47 .039 12.07** .64 
Note, **p< .01 . 
Work Participation 71 
Table 7 (continued) 
Measurement Model Results 
Construct/Indicator Factor 延 • t Proportion 
loading of variance 
extracted 
Expectancies ofEnhanced Social Image (正） 
正1 .49 .044 11.16** .67 
IE2 .39 .038 l0.21** .55 
IE3 .43 .044 9.73** .50 
Expectancies of Improved Job Attitude (AE) 
AE1 .38 .047 7.96** .42 
AE2 .45 .049 9.32** .63 
AE3 .40 .043 9.34** .64 
Willingness to Participate (W) 
W1 .34 .038 8.83** .43 
W2 .37 .034 10.84** .66 
W3 .31 .033 9.34** .47 
Actual Level of Participation (A) 
A l .79 .066 ll.94** .61 
A2 .63 .046 13.56** .76 
A3 .66 .051 12.82** .69 
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Figure 1. 
A path diagram indicating the causal relationships among the perceptions of interactional justice, 
supervisor intentions, expectancies for participation, willingness to participate, and the actual 
participation behavior. 
Fieure 2. 
A path diagram indicating the Hypothesized Model. Latent constructs of the variables are shown 
as ellipses and indicators as boxes. 
Figure 3. 
A path diagram indicating iModel 1. Only latent constructs are shown for clarity. The paths in 
dotted lines are the direct paths from IJ to other variables, from Expectancy perceptions to the 
actual level of participation, and from Intention perceptions to Expectancy perceptions. 
Figure 4. 
A path diagram indicating Model 2. Only latent constructs are shown for clarity. The paths in 
dotted lines include the direct paths from Expectancy perceptions to the actual level of 
participation, and from Intention perceptions to Expectancy perceptions. 
Figure 5. 
A path diagram indicating Model 3. Only latent constructs are shown for clarity. The paths in 
dotted lines are the direct paths from Expectancy perceptions to the actual level of participation. 
Figure 6. 
A path diagram indicating the Modified Model. Latent constructs of the variables are shown as 
ellipses and indicators as boxes. On top of the Hypothesized Model, a path is added from 


























































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































Appendix B (continued) 
第 一 部 份 
I 这 部 份 的 问 题 主 要 是 想 找 出 普 遍 在 社 会 上 及 特 别 在 我 们 的 生 活 中 ， 某 些 重 要 亊 情 影 
响 不 同 的 人 的 情 形 。 请 你 就 你 个 人 的 看 法 ， 从 每 一 组 选 择 中 选 出 你 最 相 信 的 一 个 答 
案 。 这 些 问 题 是 有 关 个 人 的 信 念 ， 答 案 并 没 有 对 錯 之 分 》 请 你 细 心 回 答 问 题 ， 但 不 要 
在 任 何 一 題 用 上 太 多 时 间 。 
( 甲 ） 第 一 至 六 题 代 表 六 段 生 活 遭 遇 。 阅 读 完 每 一 段 遭 遇 , 请 你 回 答 两 条 问 题 , 在 每 
題 圈 出 最 能 表 达 你 意 见 的 数 字 。 答 案 并 没 有 对 錯 之 分 ， 当 你 作 出 选 择 时 ， 请 你 
独 立 考 虑 每 条 題 目 ， 不 要 受 先 前 的 选 择 所 影 响 。 
( 一 ） 一 场 大 火 使 一 名 男 子 损 失 了 自 己 的 商 鋪 内 大 部 份 货 品 ， 店 鋪 也 被 烧 毀 了 一 
部 份 。 他 和 他 的 家 人 需 要 别 人 的 帮 助 ， 以 便 尽 快 重 建 后 鋪 。 以 下 是 一 些 弄 求 
帮 助 的 不 同 办 法 ： 
1 . 最 好 的 办 法 是 尽 量 依 赖 他 的 兄 弟 姊 妹 或 其 他 亲 戚 ， 各 人 尽 自 己 最 大 的 能 力 帮 
他。 
2 . 最 好 的 办 法 是 他 自 己 去 借 来 一 笔 钱 ， 聘 请 建 筑 工 人 把 店 鋪 重 见 。 
请 就 以 下 题 目 选 出 一 个 答 案 ： 选 # 
( i ) 两 个 办 法 中 ， 哪 一 个 最 好 ？ 1 2 
( 土 1 ) 你 认 为 在 你 国 家 中 大 部 份 人 通 常 会 认 为 哪 一 个 办 法 最 好 ？ 1 2 
| ( 二 ） 这 里 有 两 种 工 作 : “ “ 
‘ 1 . 在 其 中 的 一 种 工 作 中 ， 你 是 某 家 机 抅 的 一 份 子 。 机 抅 里 大 家 一 起 工 作 ， 而 你 不 
会 因 个 人 的 工 作 表 现 而 得 到 额 外 的 奖 赏 。 
2 . 在 另 一 种 工 作 中 ， 你 是 某 家 公 司 的 一 份 子 。 这 公 司 容 许 每 个 人 独 立 地 工 作 ， 并 
！ 可 基 於 个 人 的 工 作 表 现 而 得 到 额 外 的 奖 赏 。 
请 就 以 下 题 目 选 出 一 个 答 案 ： i^ ^ 
( i ) 你 喜 欢 哪 种 工 作 ？ 1 2 
(士士）就你的见解，你国家的大部份人会喜欢哪一种工作？ 1 2 
i _ ( 三 ） 本 地 政 府 现 有 一 项 计 划 需 要 封 闭 你 所 住 的 街 道 ， 不 准 任 何 车 辆 出 入 。 所 有 居 ~ ~ 
住 於 该 街 道 上 的 居 民 需 要 派 出 一 位 代 表 出 席 一 个 会 议 。 会 议 将 会 对 该 计 划 
作 出 最 後 决 定 。 该 名 代 表 应 以 甚 麼 方 式 选 出 ？ 
1 . 最 好 是 街 上 所 有 居 民 会 面 及 讨 论 这 事 情 ， 直 到 大 部 份 人 都 赞 成 同 一 人 作 代 表 
为止。 
2 . 最 好 是 街 上 所 有 居 民 会 面 ， 提 出 侯 选 人 名 单 ， 再 以 投 票 方 式 选 出 代 表 。 即 使 其 
‘ 他 人 反 对 ， 只 要 这 人 获 得 最 高 票 数 便 能 成 为 代 表 。 
诸 就 以 下 题 目 选 出 一 个 答 案 ： ^ ^ 
( 0 在 类 似 的 案 例 中 ， 哪 一 个 选 举 方 法 通 常 是 会 最 好 的 ？ 1 2 
( 土 1 ) 就 你 的 见 解 ， 你 国 家 的 大 部 份 人 通 常 会 认 为 哪 一 个 方 法 是 最 好 的 ？ 1 2 
第一頁 
Appendix A (continued) 
I | ( 四 ） 以 下 有 两 种 工 作 方 式 : “ ‘ 
1 . 一 种 方 式 是 以 个 人 为 单 位 ， 独 自 工 作 。 在 这 种 情 忧 下 ， 他 可 以 说 是 自 己 的 老 板 
他 自 己 决 定 大 部 份 的 事 情 ， 以 - 及 决 定 怎 样 发 展 自 己 的 事 业 。 他 只 需 为 自 己 作 打 ’ 
算 ， 也 不 预 期 别 人 会 关 照 他 。 
2 • 另 一 种 是 小 组 形 式 / 所 有 人 一 起 工 作 。 当 需 要 做 决 定 时 ， 每 个 人 也 可 提 出 自 已 
I 的 意 见 。 而 每 个 人 也 可 互 相 依 靠 。 
ii就以下題目选出一个答案： 选 ^ 
( i ) 你 认 为 哪 一 种 工 作 方 式 通 常 会 是 最 好 ？ 1 2 
( 土 1 ) 就 你 的 见 解 ， 你 国 家 大 部 份 人 通 常 会 认 为 哪 一 种 工 作 方 式 会 是 1 2 
最好的？ 
i 
| ( 五 ） 有 一 个 人 死 後 遗 下 家 族 生 意 给 他 的 儿 女 。 所 有 儿 女 都 已 是 成 年 人 ， 彼 此 住 得 很 
近 。 他 们 可 以 用 下 列 两 种 不 同 的 方 式 去 维 持 这 盘 生 意 ： 
1 . 在 某 些 情 忧 下 ， 每 个 子 女 会 把 自 己 拥 有 的 那 部 份 股 份 卖 给 其 他 家 族 成 员 ， 以 
便 创 立 自 己 的 生 意 及 与 其 他 成 员 完 全 分 开 。 
2 . 另 外 情 忧 是 所 有 子 女 会 保 留 自 己 那 部 份 股 份 ， 一 起 工 作 让 生 意 继 续 发 展 下 
^ 
请 就 以 下 题 目 选 出 一 个 答 案 ： i^ ^ 
( i ) 你 认 为 哪 种 方 式 通 常 最 好 ？ 1 2 
( 士 0 就 你 的 见 解 ， 你 国 家 大 部 份 人 通 常 会 认 为 哪 一 种 方 式 最 好 ？ 1 2 
| ( 六 ） 两 个 人 正 在 讨 论 如 何 去 提 高 一 个 人 的 生 活 素 质 ： 
1 . 其 中 一 人 说 ： 显 然 地 ， 如 果 一 个 人 能 享 有 他 尽 可 能 有 的 自 由 ， 及 最 大 个 人 法 展 
机 会 ， 他 的 生 活 质 素 必 可 疾 得 提 升 。 
, 2 . 另 一 人 说 ： 一 个 人 若 能 不 断 地 关 注 他 的 同 伴 ， 那 麼 我 们 大 家 的 生 活 质 素 便 都 
可 毅 得 提 升 。 — 
i • 
I 
请 就 以 下 题 目 选 出 一 个 答 案 ： i^ ^ 
( i ) 你 认 为 哪 一 种 方 式 或 依 据 通 常 最 好 ？ 1 2 
(土士）就你的见解，你国家中大部份人通常认为哪一种依据最好？ 1 2 
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(乙）第7至12题中的意见，你可能‘‘非常同意’’，“同意，，，‘‘不能决定’，，“不同意，， 
或‘‘非常不同意”。话你在程度表上划上你的意见。这是有关个人信念的度 
量 ， 答 案 并 无 分 对 错 之 分 ， 作 答 时 请 不 要 受 先 前 的 选 择 所 影 向 。 
(
7
) 生 活 中 最 重 要 的 东 西 是 以 最 符 合 自 我 的 方 式 去 思 想 及 行 事 ： 即 使 这 可 能 令 你 
不 能 完 成 一 些 事 情 》 
非常同意 同意 不 能 决 定 . 不 同 意 非常不同意 
1 2 3 4 5 
(8) — 个 人 所 得 到 的 尊 重 非 常 取 决 於 他 是 来 自 哪 个 家 庭 。 
非常同意 同意 不能决考 不同意 非常不同意 
1 2 3 . 4 . 5 - -
• . 
(9) 一 个 人 的 成 就 在 出 生 时 便 已 注 定 》 所 以 他 应 该 接 受 这 注 定 而 不 应 尝 试 改 变 
它。 
非常同意 同意 不能决定. 不同意 非常不同意 
1 2 3 4 5 . . . 
( 1 0 ) 从 耍 孩 时 期 开 始 便 应 教 导 小 孩 子 对 女 性 要 比 对 男 性 - 桑 。 
非常同意 同意 不能决定 不同意 非常不同意 
1 2 3 4 5 
( 1 1 ) 作 为 经 理 ， 比 他 大 部 份 的 下 属 年 长 是 很 重 要 的 。 -
非常同意 同意 不能决定 不同意 非-常不同意 
1 2 3 • 4 5 
( 1 2 ) 年 长 的 人 应 比 年 轻 的 人 更 受 尊 重 。 ： 
非常同意 同意 不能决定 不同意 非常不同意 
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第 二 部 份 
这 部 份 的 问 题 主 要 是 关 於 你 对 「 工 作 参 与 j 的 看 法 。 请 你 根 据 工 作 中 的 经 验 ， 回 答 
下 列 所 有 的 问 题 。 答 案 并 没 有 对 错 之 分 。 请 你 细 心 回 答 问 題 ， 但 不 要 在 任 何 一 題 用 ° 
上 太 多 时 间 。 当 你 作 出 选 择 时 ， 请 你 独 立 考 虑 每 条 題 目 ， 不 要 受 先 前 的 选 择 所 影 
响 ° 
「 工 作 参 与 」 的 定 义 大 概 可 分 为 两 个 层 面 ： “ 一 ~ 
( 一 ) 以 个 人 来 说 ， 是 指 员 、 工 对 自 己 的 工 作 负 责 ， 这 包 括 主 动 向 上 司 反 映 工 作 中 所 
出 现 的 问 題 ， 粒 极 提 出 意 见 和 解 决 问 题 ： 
( 二 ） 以 工 作 单 位 或 工 作 组 而 言 ， 是 指 各 5 S 工 互 相 配 合 及 带 助 ， 同 关 . c 单 位 的 集 休 
亊 务 （ 例 如 ： 单 位 的 工 作 目 标 、 计 划 、 工 作 安 排 、 甚 至 发 展 方 向 等 ） 及 提 
i 出 可 行 的 建 议 。 
( 甲 ） 下 列 各 项 是 在 工 作 范 围 内 常 见 的 决 策 。 ‘ 阅 读 完 每 一 项 决 策 ， 请 你 回 答 三 条 问 
^ £ , 在 每 题 圏 出 最 能 表 达 你 意 见 的 数 字 。 答 案 并 无 对 错 之 分 ， 请 你 如 玄 ! ^ ~ 
答。 
1. 改 善 工 作 环 境 。 
a . 你 认 为 这 项 决 策 对 你 有 多 重 要 ？ 
完全不重要 不重要 一般 重要 非常重要 
1 2 3 4 5 
b . 你 现 在 对 这 项 决 策 的 参 与 劣 定 症 及 有 多 大 ？ 
完全没有 很少 一般 多 很多 
1 2 3 4 5 
c . 你 愿 不 愿 , t 参 与 这 项 决 策 的 决 定 ？ 
非常不愿意 不愿意 无所谓 愿意 非常愿意 
1 2 3 4 5 
2. 职 业 培 训 的 安 排 及 培 训 的 方 法 。 
a . 你 认 为 这 项 决 策 对 你 才 多 1 ： # ？ 
完全不重要 不重要 ..一般 重要 非常重要 
1 2 3 4 5 
b . 你 现 在 对 这 项 决 策 的 参 与 決 ； ^ 症 彦 有 多 大 ？ 
完全没有 很少 一般 多 很多 
1 2 3 4 5 
c . 你 愿 不 愿 , t 参 与 这 項 决 策 的 决 玄 。 
非常不愿意 不愿意 无所谓 愿意 非常愿意 
1 2 3 4 5 
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3 . 在 工 作 组 之 间 调 动 工 作 。 
a . 你 认 为 这 项 决 策 对 你 有 多 重 要 ？ •、 • 
完全不重要 不重要 一般 重要 非常重要 
1 2 3 4 5 
b . 你 现 在 对 这 项 决 策 的 参 与 决 定 程 度 有 多 大 ？ 
完全没有 很少 一般 多 很多 
1 2 3 4 5 
c . 你 ~ ^ 不 ~ ^ , # 参 与 这 项 决 策 的 决 定 ？ 
4艮常不愿意 不愿意 无所谓 愿意 非常.愿意 
1 2 3 •• 4 5 
4. 解 决 本 职 工 作 中 的 问 题 ， 譬 如 ： 更 换 小 型 的 零 件 。 
' a . 你 认 为 这 项 决 策 对 你 有 多 重 要 ？ 
完全不重要 不重要 一般 重要 非常重要 
1 2 3 4 5 
b . 你 现 在 对 这 项 决 策 的 ~ # 与 身 定 症 產 有 多 大 ？ 
完全没有 很少 一般 多 很多 
- 1 2 3 4 . 5 
c . 你 ~ ^不 ~ < ^ ,者参与这项决策的决定？ . . 
非常不愿意 不愿意 无所谓 愿意 非常愿意 
1 2 3 4 5 
5. 分 紀 你 所 属 之 工 作 组 的 日 常 工 作 。 ’ 
a . 你 认 为 这 项 决 策 对 你 玄 多 重 要 ？ 
完全不重要 不重要 一般 重要 -非常重、要 
I • • 
1 2 3 4 5 
； b . 你 现 在 对 这 项 决 策 的 参 与 < ^ ； ^ 症 彦 有 多 大 ？ 
‘ 完全没有 很少 一般 多 很多 
1 2 3 4 5 
c . 你 ~ ^ 不 愿 , 者 参 与 这 項 决 策 的 决 定 ？ 
非常不愿意 不愿意 无所谓 愿意 非常愿意 
！ • 
1 2 3 4 5 
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6 . 改 变 企 业 内 的 运 作 方 法 ， 譬 如 ： 采 取 弹 性 工 作 时 间 、 节 省 资 源 的 方 法 等 。 
a . 你 认 为 这 项 决 策 对 你 矿 多 # ^ ^ ？ 
完全不重要 不重要 一般 重要 非常重要 
1 2 3 4 5 
b . 你 现 在 对 这 項 决 策 街 参 与 决 定 程 度 絮 多 大 ？ 
完全没有 很少 一般 多 很多 
1 2 3 4 5 
c . 你 愿 > ^ ~ ^ , # 参 与 这 项 决 策 的 决 定 ？ 
非常不愿意 不愿意 无所谓 愿意 非常愿意 
1 2 3 •• 4 5 
7. 单 位 的 发 展 方 向 ， 例 如 ： 分 配 大 型 投 资 、 生 产 新 的 产 品 、 引 进 新 的 科 技 等 》 
a . 你 认 为 这 项 决 策 对 你 玄 多 重 要 ？ 
完全不重要 不重要 一般 重要 非常重要 
1 2 3 4 5 
b . 你 现 在 对 这 项 决 策 的 参 与 決 定 裡 彦 有 多 大 ？ 
完全没有 很少 一般 多 很多 
I 1 2 3 4 5 
c . 你 虑 不 ~ ^ , # 参 与 这 项 决 策 的 决 定 ？ 
I 非常不愿意 不愿意 无所谓 愿意 非常愿意 
1 2 3 4 5 
8 . 有 关 组 织 机 构 的 决 策 ， 例 如 ： 改 变 部 门 组 织 、 厘 定 各 部 们 的 职 责 等 。 
a . 你 认 为 这 项 决 策 对 你 有 / 重 要 ？ 
i 完全不重要 不重要 一般 重要 非常重要 
1 2 3 4 5 
b .你现在对这项决策的 ~ #与 > ^；： ^裡及有多大？ 
完全没有 很少 一般 多 很多 
1 2 3 4 5 
c . 你 愿 不 愿 意 参 与 这 项 决 策 的 决 定 ？ 
非常不愿意 不愿意 . 无 所 谓 愿意 非常愿意 
1 2 3 4 5 
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9 . 人 亊 调 动 的 决 定 ， 例 如 ： 解 房 大 量 的 雇 员 、 采 用 选 拔 的 程 序 或 方 法 、 採 选 一 
个 部 门 的 新 领 导 等 。 
a . 你 认 为 这 项 决 策 对 你 才 多 重 要 ？ 
完全不重要 不重要 一般 .重.要 非常重要 
1 2 3 4 5 
b . 你 现 在 对 这 项 决 策 的 参 与 劣 ； ^ 症 > ^ 有 多 大 ？ 
完全没有 很少 一般 多 很多 
1 2 3 4 5 
c . 你 ~ ^ 不 虑 , # 参 与 这 项 决 笑 的 决 定 ？ 
推常不愿意 不愿意 无所谓 愿意 非常愿意 
1 2 3 4 5 
10. 定 立 你 所 属 之 工 作 单 位 的 工 作 目 标 。 
a . 你 认 为 这 项 决 策 对 你 矿 多 ^ “ 要 ？ 
完全不重要 不重要 一般 重要 非常重要 
1 2 3 4 5 
b . 你 现 在 对 这 项 决 策 的 参 与 身 ； ^ 症 產 有 % 大 ？ 
完全没有 很少 一般 多 很多 
1 2 3 4 5 
c . 你 愿 不 愿 , t 参 与 这 项 决 策 的 决 定 ？ 
非常不愿意 不愿意 无所谓 愿意 非常愿意 
1 2 3 4 5 
11. 员 工 薪 酬 和 福 利 方 面 的 改 变 ， 例 如 ： 批 . 准 . 额 外 的 假 期 、 分 紀 房 屋 、 改 变 工 
资 制 度 等 。 
a . 你 认 为 这 项 决 策 对 你 才 多 # ： # ？ 
.. 
完全不重要 不重要 一般 重要 彳纟常重要 
1 2 3 4 5 
b . 你 现 在 对 这 项 决 策 的 参 与 決 定 症 差 有 % 大 ？ 
完全没有 很少 一般 多 很多 
1 2 3 4 5 
c . 你 愿 不 _ ^ , 素 参 与 这 项 决 笑 的 决 玄 o 
非常不愿意 不愿意 无所谓 愿意 非常愿意 
1 2 3 4 5 
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1 2 . 提 高 企 业 生 产 力 和 改 善 品 廣 的 方 法 。 
a . 你 认 为 这 項 决 策 对 你 有 多 t 要 ？ 
完全不重要 不重要 一般 重要 非常重要 
1 2 3 4 5 
b ..你现在对这項决策的参与决定程度絮多大？ 
完全没有 很少 一般 多 很多 
1 2 3 4 5 
c . 你 S 不 愿 t 参 与 这 项 决 策 的 决 定 ？ 
非常不愿意 不愿意 无所谓 愿意 非常愿意 
I . 
1 
1 2 3 4 5 
i 
( 乙 ） 若 你 希 望 参 与 上 列 各 项 的 决 策 ， 你 想 以 下 列 的 形 式 参 与 吗 ？ 
请 圈 出 最 能 表 达 你 意 见 的 数 字 ， 数 字 越 大 表 示 你 越 想 以 该 形 式 参 与 。 
j . _ . 
1. 独 自 以 口 头 形 式 向 上 司 提 出 意 见 。 
‘ 完全不想以 十分想以 
这种形式参与 这种形式参与 
j 1 2 3 4 5 
2 • 经 小 组 讨 论 後 ’ 由 代 表 以 口 头 形 式 向 上 司 提 出 意 见 。 
完全不想以 十分想以 
这种形式参与 这种形式参与 
1 2 3 4 5 
I 
I 
3. 独 自 以 书 面 报 告 向 上 司 提 出 意 见 。 
完全不想以 十分想以 
这种形式参与 这种形式参与 
1 2 3 4 5 
4 . 经 小 组 讨 论 後 ， 小 组 以 书 面 报 告 向 上 司 提 出 意 见 。 
完全不想以 十分想以 
这种形式参与 这种形式参与 
1 2 3 4 5 
5. 有 没 有 其 他 你 想 使 用 的 参 与 形 式 ？ 若 有 ， 请 写 出 来 ： 
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j ( 丙 ） 下 列 各 项 是 「 工 作 参 与 j 可 能 帝 来 的 结 果 。 你 认 为 「 工 作 参 与 」 帝 来 这 些 结 
果 的 可 ^ 有 多 大 ？ 诗 在 每 超 困 出 最 能 表 达 你 竟 g . 的 教 本 。 答 案 并 无 对 錯 之 
分，请你如实作答。 
极 
不 不 极 
可 可 或 可 可 
「 工 作 参 与 」 帝 来 下 列 结 果 的 可 能 性 有 多 大 ？ 能 能 许 能 能 
1 . 提 高 你 在 企 业 里 的 主 人 翁 意 识 。 1 2 3 4 5 
2 . 提 高 你 处 理 问 题 的 能 力 。 1 2 3 4 5 
3 . 发 现 自 己 的 工 作 长 处 ， 知 道 最 适 合 自 己 的 工 作 岗 位 。 1 2 3 4 5 
4. 提 高 企 业 在 你 心 目 中 的 形 像 。 1 2 3 4 5 
: 5 . 使 你 工 作 中 的 问 题 能 更 快 地 被 解 决 。 1 2 3 4 5 
6 . 为 你 所 属 单 位 的 领 导 提 供 决 策 依 据 。 1 2 3 4 5 
7 . 提 高 你 们 的 工 作 质 量 及 产 量 。 1 2 3 4 5 
i 8 . 阻 碍 你 所 属 单 位 整 体 的 工 作 效 車 ， 形 成 内 耗 。 1 2 3 4 5 
9 . 造 成 你 们 同 事 之 间 的 关 系 紧 张 及 互 相 猜 疑 。 1 2 3 4 5 
10. 「 工 作 参 与 」 使 你 们 总 以 为 工 作 是 大 家 的 ； 造 成 谁 都 管 ， 1 2. 3 4 5 
谁都不管的；灵礼局面。 
11 . 让 同 事 和 上 司 对 你 的 能 力 有 全 面 了 解 。 1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 . 造 成 同 事 之 间 的 恶 性 竟 争 。 1 2 3 4 5 
1 3 . 形 成 各 霸 一 方 ， 各 自 竖 持 己 见 ， 没 有 强 而 有 力 的 统 一 领 导 。 1 2 3 4 5 
1 4 . 可 以 展 示 你 自 己 的 工 作 能 力 。 1 9 o . -
1 2 3 4 0 
1 5 . 保 证 本 单 位 的 决 策 失 误 程 度 降 至 最 低 限 度 。 1 2 3 4 5 
1 6 . 使 你 感 到 自 身 价 值 的 存 在 。 • 1 。 。 ^ ^ 
1 ^ 3 4 5 
1
7
. 使 你 有 相 当 的 自 主 杈 在 工 作 上 运 用 自 己 的 处 事 方 法 。 1 2 3 4 5 
1 8 . 获 得 你 的 上 級 领 导 的 赏 识 》 
丄 ^ 3 4 5 
1 9 . 增 强 你 对 企 亚 的 向 心 力 。 ^ 
丄 乙 3 4 o 
2 0 . 当 你 对 工 作 提 出 一 些 与 上 司 有 分 歧 的 思 想 或 建 议 後 ， 你 很 1 2 3 4 5 
可 能 会 受 打 击 o 
2 1 . 使 你 们 考 虑 问 题 时 更 全 面 和 更 周 详 。 1 2 3 4 5 
22.出现“帮倒忙，，的情形》 
1 ^ 3 4 5 
2 3 . 提 高 . 你 个 人 威 信 。 _ 
1 2 3 4 5 
2 4 . 容 易 助 长 同 亊 之 间 推 卸 个 人 责 任 。 1 2 3 4 5 
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极 
不 不 fe_ 
可 可 或 可 可 
「 工 作 参 与 j 帝 来 下 列 结 果 的 可 能 性 有 多 大 ？ 能 能 许 能 能 
2 5 . 增 强 你 对 工 作 的 责 任 心 。 1 2 3 4 5 
2 6 . 使 你 的 才 艇 得 以 发 挥 。 1 2 3 4 5 
2 7 . 得 到 晋 升 机 会 。 1 2 3 4 5 
2 8 . 使 你 能 更 准 确 地 掌 握 跟 工 作 有 关 的 资 料 。 1 2 3 4 5 
2 9 . 沟 通 上 下 之 间 的 关 系 。 1 2 3 4 5 
30. 「 工 作 参 与 」 有 时 会 被 别 人 认 为 自 己 多 管 闲 事 ， 造 成 1 2 3 4 5 
不愉快。 
3 1 . 给 上 司 留 下 一 个 较 好 的 印 象 。 1 2 3 4 5 
3 2 . 大 家 都 积 极 参 与 时 ， 上 司 难 以 领 导 。 1 2 3 4 5 
33 . 众 人 意 见 难 以 统 一 ， 可 能 影 响 本 单 位 的 全 面 工 作 。 ；^  2 3 4 5 
3 4 . 人 人 有 被 重 视 感 。 1 2 3 4 5 
3 5 . 提 高 你 对 工 作 的 了 解 。 1 2 3 4 5 
3 6 . 培 养 你 对 工 作 的 兴 趣 。 1 2 3 4 5 
3 7 . 使 你 产 生 工 作 满 足 感 。 1 2 3 4 5 
3 8 . 增 进 同 事 之 间 的 因 结 。 1 2 3 4 5 
39. 「 工 作 参 与 」 过 多 或 过 广 ’ 将 会 影 响 自 己 的 本 取 工 作 。 1 2 3 4 5 
4 0 . 使 一 些 简 单 的 工 作 变 得 复 杂 化 ’ 把 原 本 一 个 人 就 可 以 处 理 1 2 3 4 5 
好 的 工 作 变 得 较 难 处 理 。 
4 1 . 容 易 过 份 暴 露 自 己 的 弱 点 和 缺 点 。 1 2 3 4 5 
4 2 . 增 加 你 的 战 胜 和 克 服 困 难 的 信 心 。 1 2 3 4 5 
4
3 . 如 你 的 建 议 不 被 上 司 采 纳 ， 会 造 成 心 理 压 力 和 精 祌 负 担 。 1 2 3 4 5 
4 4 . 令 领 导 感 到 自 己 的 不 足 及 没 面 子 。 1 2 3 4 5 
； 4 5 . 助 长 了 “ 个 人 出 风 头 ” 的 情 形 。 1 2 3 4 5 
I 
； 4 6 . 当 讲 出 真 心 话 但 不 合 上 司 的 口 味 ， 便 会 给 你 帝 来 麻 烦 。 1 2 3 4 5 
4 7 . 引 致 你 与 上 司 发 生 磨 擦 。 1 2 3 4 5 
4
8 . 当 你 指 出 上 司 明 显 的 不 足 之 处 时 ， 你 很 可 能 会 受 打 击 。 1 2 3 4 5 
49. 「 工 作 参 与 」 只 会 令 懂 得 傲 表 面 工 夫 的 人 得 益 ； 而 默 默 耕 弘 1 2 3 4 5 
的人只能落个“埋头苦干的老实人，’的称号。 
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I ( 丁 ） 下 列 各 项 是 关 於 「 工 作 参 与 j 可 能 帝 来 的 结 果 对 你 的 重 要 性 。 你 认 为 这 些 结 
！ 朱对你有多重要？诗在每题图出最能表达你意见的数字。答金并无对錯之分. 
i 请 你 如 实 作 答 》 
I 完 
全 非 
不 不 常 
重 重 一 重 重 
下 列 的 结 果 才 欢 才 多 重 晏 ？ 要 要 般 要 要 
I . 提 高 你 在 企 业 里 的 主 人 翁 意 识 。 1 2 3 4 5 
I 2 . 提 高 你 处 理 问 题 的 能 力 。 1 2 3. 4 5 
3. 发 现 自 己 的 工 作 长 处 ’ 知 道 最 适 合 自 己 的 工 作 岗 位 。 1 2 3. 4 5 
• • • . 
4. 提 高 企 业 在 你 心 目 中 的 形 像 。 1 2 3 4 5 
5 . 使 你 工 作 中 的 问 题 能 更 快 地 被 解 决 。 1 2 3 4 5 
6 . 为 你 对 属 单 位 的 领 导 提 供 决 策 依 据 。 1 2 3 _4 5 
7 . 提 高 你 们 的 工 作 质 量 及 产 量 。 1 2 3 4 5 
8 . 避 免 阻 碍 你 所 属 单 位 整 体 的 工 作 效 率 ， 形 成 内 耗 。 ‘1 2 3 4 5 
9 . 避 免 造 成 你 们 同 事 之 间 的 关 系 紧 张 及 互 相 猜 疑 。 1 2 3 4 5 
• . 
1 0 . 避 免 造 成 谁 都 管 ， 谁 都 不 管 的 混 乱 局 面 。 1 2 3 4 5 
I I . 让 同 事 和 上 司 对 你 的 能 力 有 全 面 了 解 。 1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 . 避 免 造 成 同 事 之 间 的 惡 性 竟 争 。 1 2 3 4 5 
1 3 . 避 免 形 成 各 霸 一 方 ， 没 有 强 而 有 力 的 统 一 领 导 的 局 面 。 “ 1 2 3 4 5 
1 4 . 展 示 你 自 己 的 工 作 能 力 。 1 2 3 4 5 
1 5 .保 " ^正本单位的决策失误程度降至最低限度。 1 2 3 4 5 
1 6 . 使 你 感 到 自 身 价 值 的 存 在 。 1 2 3 4 5 
1 7 . 使 你 有 相 当 的 自 主 板 在 工 作 上 运 用 自 己 的 处 事 方 法 。 1 2 3 4 5 
1 8 . 疾 得 你 的 上 級 领 导 的 赏 识 0 1 2 3 4 5 
1 9 . 增 强 你 对 企 北 的 向 心 力 。 1 2 3 4 5 
2 0 . 避 免 当 你 对 工 作 提 出 一 些 与 上 司 有 分 歧 的 思 想 或 建 议 後 ， 1 2 3 4. 5 
而 令 你 受 打 击 。 
2 1 . 使 你 们 考 虑 问 题 时 更 全 面 和 更 周 详 。 1 2 3 4 5 
22.避免出现“帮倒忙’’的情形。 1 2 3 4 5 
2 3 . 提 高 你 个 人 威 信 。 1 2 3 4 5 
2 4 . 避 免 助 长 同 事 之 间 推 卸 个 人 责 任 。 1 2 3 4 5 
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完 
全 非 
不 不 常 
重 重 一 重 重 
下 列 的 结 果 片 欢 才 多 | ： # ？ 要 要 般 要 要 
2 5 . 增 强 你 对 工 作 的 责 任 心 。 1 2 3 4 5 
2 6 . 使 你 的 才 能 得 以 发 挥 。 1 2 3 4 5 
2 7 . 得 到 晋 升 机 会 。 1 2 3 4 5 
2 8 . 使 你 能 更 准 确 地 掌 握 跟 工 作 有 关 的 资 料 。 1 2 3 4 5 
2 9 . 沟 通 上 下 之 间 的 关 系 。 1 2 3 4 5 
3 0 . 避 免 因 「 工 作 参 与 」 而 被 别 人 认 为 自 己 多 管 闲 事 ， 造 成 1 2 3 4 5 
不愉快。 
3 1 . 给 上 司 留 下 一 个 较 好 的 印 象 。 1 2 3 4 5 
3 2 . 避 免 因 大 家 都 叙 极 参 与 而 令 上 司 难 以 领 导 。 1 2 3 4 5 
3 3 . 避 免 因 众 人 意 见 难 以 统 一 而 影 响 本 单 位 的 全 面 工 作 。 1 2 3 4 5 
3 4 . 人 人 有 被 重 视 感 。 1 2 3 4 5 
3 5 . 提 高 你 对 工 作 的 了 解 。 1 2 3 4 5 
3 6 . 培 养 你 对 工 作 的 兴 趣 》 1 2 3 4 5 
3 7 . 使 你 产 生 工 作 满 足 感 》 1 2 3 4 5 
3 8 . 增 进 同 事 之 间 的 因 结 。 1 2 3 4 5 
3 9 . 避 免 因 「 工 作 参 与 」 过 多 或 过 广 而 影 响 自 己 的 本 取 工 作 。 1 2 3 4 5 
4
0 . 避 免 把 一 些 简 单 的 工 作 变 得 复 杂 ， 而 使 原 本 一 个 人 就 可 以 1 2 3 4 5 
处 理 好 的 工 作 变 得 较 难 处 理 。 
4 1 . 避 免 暴 露 自 己 的 弱 点 和 缺 点 。 1 2 3 4 5 
4 2 . 增 加 你 的 战 胜 和 克 服 困 难 的 信 心 。 1 2 3 4 5 
4
3 . 避 免 因 你 的 建 议 不 被 上 司 采 纳 而 造 成 心 理 压 力 和 精 祌 负 担 。 1 2 3 4 5 
4 4 . 避 免 令 领 导 感 到 自 己 的 不 足 及 没 面 ’ 子 。 1 2 3 4 5 
4 5 .避免助长“个人出风头，，的情形。 1 2 3 4 5 
‘ 4 6 . 避 免 当 讲 出 真 心 话 但 不 合 上 司 的 口 味 ， 而 给 你 帝 来 麻 烦 。 1 2 3 4 5 
4 7 . 避 免 你 与 上 司 发 生 磨 擦 。 1 2 3 4 5 
4 8 . 避 免 当 你 指 出 上 司 明 1 的 不 足 之 处 时 ’ 而 令 你 受 打 击 。 1 2 3 4 5 
4
9 . 避 免 只 令 憧 得 做 表 面 工 夫 的 人 得 益 ： 而 默 默 耕 弘 的 人 只 能 1 2 3 4 5 
落个“埋头苦干的老实人”的称号。 
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( 戊 ） 下 列 各 项 可 能 是 上 司 鼓 励 你 「 工 作 参 与 」 的 动 机 。 你 认 为 上 司 鼓 勒 你 「 工 作 
参 与 」 左 於 下 列 的 动 机 的 可 能 性 有 多 大 ？ 请 你 在 每 題 圈 出 最 能 表 达 你 意 见 的 
数 字 。 答 案 并 无 对 錯 之 分 ， 请 你 如 实 作 答 。 
极 
不 不 极 
可 可 或 可 可 
上 司 鼓 励 你 「 工 作 参 与 」 ， 是 否 基 於 下 列 的 动 机 ？ 能 能 许 能 能 
1 . 为 了 改 善 你 的 工 作 态 度 。 1 2 3 4 5 
2 . 为 了 了 解 你 的 工 作 能 力 ； 掌 握 你 的 思 想 状 忧 。 1 2 3 4 5 
3 . 促 使 你 服 从 他 （ 她 ） 的 领 导 。 1 2 3 4 5 
4 . 为 了 1 ^ 示 他 （ 地 ） 较 开 明 。 1 2 3 4 5 
5 • 为 了 了 解 你 对 企 业 的 了 解 ， 然 後 加 以 循 循 善 诱 。 1 2 3 4 5 
6 . 为 了 要 你 提 高 工 作 效 率 。 1 2 3 4 5 
7 . 想 补 充 他 （ 她 ） 自 己 工 作 能 力 的 不 足 ° 1 2 3 4 5 
8 . 当 做 出 为 了 成 積 ， 可 以 为 他 （ 她 ） 提 供 升 晋 的 借 口 和 依 据 ， 1 -2 3 4 5 
为 他 （ 她 ） 的 事 业 铺 平 道 路 。 ‘ -
9 . 为 了 转 嫁 他 （ 她 ） 自 己 不 能 完 成 任 务 的 责 任 ° 1 2 3 4 5 
1 0 . 为 了 得 到 他 （ 她 ） 自 己 上 司 的 赏 识 。 1 2 3 4 5;-
1 1 . 为 了 益 示 本 单 位 的 工 作 环 境 较 好 。 1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 . 为 了 使 他 （ 她 ） 自 己 有 更 多 的 精 力 去 处 理 其 他 问 題 ° 1 2 . 3 4 5 
1 3 . 为 了 加 强 你 对 企 业 的 投 入 情 度 。 1 2 . 3 4 5 
1 4 . 为 了 显 示 他 （ 地 ） 本 人 有 能 力 、 有 信 心 ° 1 2 3 4 5 
1 5 . 为 了 建 立 他 （ 她 ） 自 己 的 威 信 。 1 2 3 4 5 
1 6 . 上 司 透 过 鼓 勒 你 提 意 见 ， 然 後 作 出 回 应 ， 以 显 示 他 （ 她 ） 的 1 2 3 4 5 
杈 威 和 智 葱 。 
1 7 . 促 使 你 提 高 工 作 能 力 ° 1 2 3 4 5 
1 8 . 为 了 你 将 来 的 提 升 而 锻 炼 你 ° 1 2 3 4 5 
1 9 . 为 了 加 强 你 对 企 业 的 归 属 感 。 1 2 3 4 5 
20 • 想 你 们 同 事 之 间 更 团 结 。 1 2 3 4 5 
2 1 . 为 了 促 使 工 作 的 问 题 得 以 解 决 。 1 2 3 4 5 
2 2 . 为 了 滅 低 他 （ 她 ） 的 决 策 失 误 。 1 2 3 4 5 
2 3 . 为 了 给 他 （ 她 ） 提 供 决 策 的 依 据 。 1 2 3 4 5 
2 4 . 为 了 引 导 出 你 和 其 他 人 对 他 （ 她 ） 本 人 的 看 法 ； 以 兹 识 别 及 1 2 3 4 5 
整 顿 对 他 （ 地 ） 或 企 业 不 满 的 人 。 
2 5 . 为 了 帮 助 你 提 升 自 己 形 象 。 1 2 3 4 5 
2 6 . 给 你 展 示 个 人 才 能 的 机 会 。 1 2 3 4 5 
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( 己 ） 下 列 各 題 是 有 关 你 目 前 工 作 情 形 的 描 述 。 请 你 在 每 趕 圈 出 最 能 表 达 你 意 见 的 
数 字 。 答 案 并 无 对 错 之 分 ， 请 你 如 实 作 答 ° 
十 
分 不 十 
不 不 能 分 
同 同 决 同 同 
你 是 否 同 意 下 列 有 关 你 目 前 工 作 情 形 的 描 述 ？ 意 意 定 意 意 
1 • 上 司 决 策 时 考 虑 你 的 观 点 。 1 2 3 4 5 
2 上 司 能 够 先 服 个 人 的 偏 见 。 1 2 3 4 5 
3 . 上 司 及 时 为 你 提 供 有 关 其 决 策 及 实 施 方 案 的 及 时 反 馈 。 1 2 3 4 5 
4 . 上 司 友 好 体 贴 地 对 待 你 。 1 2 3 4 5 
5 . 上 司 与 你 分 车 决 策 杈 利 。 1 2 3 4 5 
6 • 上 司 以 真 诚 的 态 度 对 待 你 。 1 2 3 4 5 
7 . 上 司 能 保 持 你 的 尊 严 。 1 2 3 4 5 
8 . 上 司 能 尊 重 你 作 为 下 属 的 杈 益 。 1 2 3 4 5 
9 . 上 司 容 许 你 对 他 （ 她 ） 的 观 点 及 结 论 提 出 询 问 及 质 疑 。 1 2 3 4 5 
1 0 . 上 司 容 许 你 有 发 言 的 机 会 。 1 2 3 4 5 
1 1 . 上 司 以 有 礼 貌 的 态 度 对 待 你 。 1 2 3 4 5 
你 的 个 人 资 料 
1 . 性 别 ： 男 口 女匚 
2 . 年 龄 ： 岁 
3 . 工 龄 : 年 
4 . 你 在 责 公 司 的 工 作 年 数 ： 年 
5 . 青 公 司 的 所 有 制 ： 集 体 企 北 口 合资企ik • ( 外 方 国 别 ： ) 
国 有 企 业 • 外 国 独 资 企 业 ^ 
私 有 企 业 口 其他 口 （请解释： ) 
6 . 你 所 属 的 取 級 或 部 门 ： 
7 . 你 负 责 的 工 种 ： _ _ 
8 • 你 曾 否 在 下 列 机 抅 工 作 ？ 若 有 ， 工 作 了 多 久 ？ 
f i ) 集 体 企 业 ： 否 口 有 口 （ _ _ 年 ） . . （ i O 合 资 企 i k : C D C D ( 一 年 ） 
( i i ) 国 有 企 业 ： 否 0 有 0 ( 一 年 ） （、）外国独资企业：否^；] C I l C 一 年 ） 
( 1 1 0 私 有 企 北 ： 否 口 有 口 （ _ _ 年 ） 
i 9 . 你 的 出 生 地 ： 
1 0 . 婚 姻 状 况 ： 未 婚 0 已婚口（子女数目：―个） 其 他 0 (请说明： ) 
1 1 . 教 肓 程 度 ： 小 学 或 以 下 口 中专 [ 
初中 口 大专 [ 
高中 • 大 学 本 科 或 以 上 〔 
* * * * * 全 卷 完 * * * * * 
谢 谢 你 耐 心 地 完 成 这 份 问 卷 ， 一 切 提 供 资 料 将 加 以 保 密 。 
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Items for different scales used in the study 
Decision Tasks 
1 To improve the work environment 
2 Arrangement and methods ofjob training 
3 Change of work among work units 
4 To solve the problems in one's job 
5 Job assignment in the work unit 
6 Change of operation methods within the organization 
7 Development of the organization such as large-scale investment, new ways of 
production and technology 
8 Decisions related to the organizational structure 
9 Staffing decision such as termination of a large amount of employees, adoption of new 
selection methods 
10 To set the work objectives for the work unit 
11 Changes in pay system and remuneration 
12 Ways to increase productivity and improve quality 
Expecntancies 
1 Increasing the sense of being personally important in the organization. 
2 Increasing your ability in problem solving. 
3 To discover your strength in work so as to understand what job position 
wil l be most suitable to you. 
4 Increasing the image of organization in your eyes. 
5 Problems in your work can be solved more quickly. 
6 To provide support for the decisions made by supervisors in your work 
unit. 
7 To increase your work quality and quantity. 
8 Hindering the overall work efficiency and wasting of resources in your 
work unit. 
9 Everyone wil l consider the work is shared, this leads to a messy 
situation in which all are responsible/ all can be not responsible for it. 
10 Work participation creates confused situations as all of you may regard 
the work as shared together, and this results in that all can handle the 
work as well as all can pass it over. 
11 Your supervisor and co-workers wi l l have a comprehensive 
understanding of your capability. 
12 Result in vicious competition between co-workers. 
13 Lead to formulation of small groups that hold their own opinions 
strongly, while there lacks powerful leader. 
14 You can show your working abil ity. 
15 To ensure the loopholes of decisions made in the work unit being kept in 
a min imum. 
16 You wil l feel the existence of personal worth. 
17 You wil l have a substantial degree of autonomy in using your own 
methods in work. 
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Expecntancies (continued) 
18 To get the appreciation from your supervisor. 
19 Increasing your commitment to the organization. 
20 You are very likely to be attacked i f you propose some ideas or 
suggestions for your work that disagree with the views of your 
supervisor. 
21 Able to consider problems more comprehensively and in detail. 
22 Existence of more messy situations. 
23 To Increase your personal status and credibility. 
24 Social loafing between co-workers wil l be reinforced. 
25 Increasing your sense of responsibility towards work. 
26 Your capability can be expressed. 
27 To get the promotion opportunity. 
28 Al lowing you to get work-related information more accurately. 
29 Communicat ing among staff at all levels. 
30 One's work participation may be considered bothering others too much 
and this wil l create unhappiness. 
31 To leave a better image in the eyes of supervisor. 
32 It becomes diff icult for supervisor to lead when everyone participate 
actively. 
33 It may affect the work of the work unit in every aspects as the opinions 
of people are various and diff icult to be unique. 
34 Everyone wil l have the sense of being valued. 
35 Increasing your understanding of the job. 
36 Nurturing your interests towards work. 
37 You wil l have job satisfaction. 
38 To increase group cohesion between co-workers. 
39 Too much work participation wil l affect your own job. 
40 It wil l complicate simple works, as this makes some jobs that can be 
managed by a person become more diff icult to be managed. 
41 Your weaknesses wil l be easily exposed. 
42 To increase your confidence in tackling difficulties. 
43 I f your proposal is not accepted by your supervisor, this wil l become 
psychological stress and burden to you. 
44 To make the supervisor feel insufficient and lose face. 
45 Situations for “personal show-off’ wil l be reinforced. 
46 You wil l get troubles i f you talk about the truth that does not suit the 
"taste" of supervisor. 
47 Result in arguments between you and your superior. 
48 You are very likely to be attacked i f you point out the obvious 
weaknesses of your supervisor. 
49 Work participation wil l only bring advantages to individuals who are 
good at impression management; while those who really work hard 
silently wil l be considered veracious without much benefits. 
Appendix B (continued) 
Supervisory Intentions 
1 To improve your work attitudes. 
2 To understand your working capability and your style of thinking. 
3 To push you to follow his/her supervision. 
4 To demonstrate that s/he is more open. 
5 To know better your understanding of the organization so as to guide 
you accordingly. 
6 To increase your work efficiency. 
7 To supplement for his/her incapability in work. 
8 To plan for his/her career path as when work participation comes out 
with results, these can be the evidences for his/her promotion in the 
future. 
9 To get rid of his/her own responsibility for unfinished duties. 
10 To get the appreciation from his/her own supervisor. 
11 To show that the working environment of the work unit is much better. 
12 To let himself/herself to be more available for solving other problems. 
13 To strengthen your involvement in the organization. 
14 To show that s/he gets the capability and confidence. 
15 To establish his/her authority. 
16 By encouraging you to give suggestions, the supervisor can show his/her 
authority and wisdom through reacting to your suggestions. 
17 To push you to raise your working capability. 
18 To nurture you for your future promotion. 
19 To strengthen your sense of belonging towards the organization. 
20 To get subordinates more coherent. 
21 To get the problems in work solved. 
22 To reduce the loopholes in his/her decision makng. 
23 To provide him/her with the basis for decision making. 
24 To dig out how you and others perceive him/her so as to identify and 
treat those who are not satisfied with him/her. 
25 To help you raise your image. 
26 To provide you the opportunity to express your personal ability. 
Interactional Justice 
1 The supervisor considers your viewpoints. 
2 The supervisor is able to overcome personal biases. 
3 The supervisor provides you with timely feedback about his/her decisions and 
implementation. 
4 The supervisor treats you with kindness and consideration. 
5 The supervisor shares the rights of decision making with you. 
6 The supervisor treats you with truthful attitude. 
7 The supervisor can show his/her respect to you 
8 The supervisor shows concern for your rights as a subordinate. 
9 The supervisor allows you to ask and challenge his/her viewpoints and conclusions. 
10 The supervisor provides you the opportunity to voice out your opinions. 
11 The supervisor treats you with politeness. 
Appendix C 
Table C1 
ANOVA Results for Chinese Employees with different current employers 
Scal^ — j 2 3 4 5 | 
^N=20)— ¢1=16) 0^=39) (N=14) (N=96) — 
“ ~™•-...— — — - — 
Expectancies 
Enhanced Social Image 3.57 3.56 3.57 3.70 3.71 .97 
IncreasedRelational&RoleConflict 3.53 3.06 3.28 3.22 3.25 1 99 
Improved Job Attitudes 4.11 3.82 3.92 3.95 4^06 1J6 
Valences 
Enhanced Social Image 3.33 3.66 3.59 3.77 3.64 1.65 
IncreasedRelational&RoleConflict 3.02 3.35 3.08 3.46 3.24 187 
Improved Job Attitudes 4.07 3.80 3.77 3.97 190 l '45 
Supervisory Intenetions 
Self-Image & Interest Enhancement 3.14 3.41 3.02 3.40 3.07 1 90 
Employee Growth 3.56 3.29 3.49 3.64 3^49 114 
Work Quality Improvement 3.92 3.60 3.66 3.81 3.77 % 
Interactional Justice 3.74 3.13 3.72 3.75 3.68 3.81** 
Preferred Forms of PDM 
SelfVerbal Report 2.76 2.82 3.19 3.36 3.33 1 32 
Representative Verbal Report 3.05 3.32 6.24 3.08 3 15 14 
SelfWritten Report 3.17 3.22 3.20 3.96 3.67 1 97 
Representative Written Report 3.93 3.56 3.89 3.56 3.81 .43 
PDM 
Perceived Importance 4.07 3.95 3 95 3 92 3 9 7 32 
Actual Level ofPDM 3.51 2.53 3.20 335 3 05 4 60** 
Willingness ofPDM 4.03 3.93 3.90 3.90 3.98 ' .57 
Note. 1 = Collective Enterprises. 
2 = State-owned Enterprises. 
3 = Private Enterprises. 
4 = Joint Ventures. 
5 = Foreign-owned Enterprises. 
*p<.05. **p<.01. 
Appendix C (continued) 
Table C2 
ANOVA Results for Chinese Employees with different prioir working experiences 
ScaI^ ™ - - - - ~ 
— - — —— ~ 
Expectancies 
Enhanced Social Image 3.71 3.45 3.57 3.72 3.96 3.21* 
IncreasedRelational&RoleConflict 3.47 3.13 3.29 3.53 3.11 2.72* 
Improved Job Attitudes 4.10 3.78 3.96 4.05 4.29 4.06** 
Valences 
Enhanced Social Image 3.46 3.61 3.62 3.62 3.84 1.16 
IncreasedRelational&RoleConflict 3.08 3.25 3.06 3.31 3.52 1.68 
Improved Job Attitudes 3.98 3.77 3.81 4.01 3.89 1.06 
Supervisory Intenetions 
Self-image & Interest Enhancement 3.19 3.24 2.91 3.35 3.09 .91 
Employee Growth 3.53 3.39 3.40 3.56 3.43 .52 
Work Quality Improvement 3.85 3.64 3.69 3.96 3.72 .98 
Interactional Justice 3.66 3.45 3.71 3.93 3.52 1.67 
Preferred Forms of PDM 
SelfVerbal Report 2.78 2.92 3.13 2.74 3.41 .82 
Representative Verbal Report 2.97 2.97 3.13 2.84 3.59 .89 
SelfWritten Report 3.31 3.11 3.65 3.04 3.82 1.18 
Representative Written Report 4.06 3.44 4.61 4.18 4.22 4.68** 
PDM 
Perceived Importance 3.99 3.86 4.09 3.89 4.00 .99 
Actual Level ofPDM 3.34 2.91 3.21 2.91 3.16 1.44 
Willingness ofPDM 4.04 3.78 4.04 3.95 4.12 3.47* 
Note. 1 = Collective Enterprises (N = 27). 
2 = State-owned Enterprises fN = 35). 
3 = Private Enterprises fN = 16). 
4 = Joint Ventures fN = 11). 
5 = Foreign-owned Enterprises (N 二 17). 
*p<.05. **p<.01. 
Appendix C (continued) 
Table C3 
ANOVA Results for Chinese Employees of different age groups 
Scales “ ^ G ^ G ^ F 
<24 25-29 >30 “ 
— — G^f=69) ¢1=78)^^ ¢1=43)— 
Expectancies 
Enhanced Social Image 3.70 3.65 3.60 .50 
IncreasedRelational&RoleConflict 3.33 3.16 3.38 3.23* 
Improved Job Attitudes 4.00 3.93 4.09 1.66 
Valences 
Enhanced Social Image 3.67 3.66 3.48 1.87 
IncreasedRelational&RoleConflict 3.21 3.25 3.12 .11 
Improved Job Attitudes 3.86 3.79 4.04 3.22* 
Supervisory Intenetions 
Self-Image & Interest Enhancement 2.92 3.26 3.19 5.57** 
Employee Growth 3.51 3.40 3.56 1.65 
Work Quality Improvement 3.81 3.62 3.89 3.31* 
Interactional Justice 3.81 3.54 3.67 4.06* 
Preferred Forms of PDM 
SelfVerbal Report 3.22 3.24 2.91 1.02 
Representative Verbal Report 3.35 3.04 3.00 1.37 
SelfWritten Report 3.28 3.48 3.55 .67 
Representative Written Report 3.81 3.70 3.80 .20 
PDM 
Perceived Importance 3.91 3.98 4.03 1.02 
Actual Level ofPDM 3.19 2.89 3.36 6.50** 
Willingness ofPDM 3.98 3.92 3.99 .62 
Note, *p<.05. **p<.01. 
Appendix C (continued) 
Table C4 
ANOVA Results for Chinese Employees of different sex 
Scales Male Female F 
G^=123) GSKH) -
— —~——~— -— — 
Expectancies 
Enhanced Social Image 3.68 3.61 .82 
IncreasedRelational&RoleConflict 3.23 3.32 1.30 
Improved Job Attitudes 3.98 4.02 .19 
Valences 
Enhanced Social Image 3.64 3.59 .36 
IncreasedRelational&RoleConflict 3.19 3.24 .25 
Improved Job Attitudes 3.88 3.87 .02 
Supervisory Intenetions 
Self-image & Interest Enhancement 3.23 2.92 10.69** 
Employee Growth 3.50 3.45 .44 
Work Quality Improvement 3.73 3.82 .88 
Interactional Justice 3.64 3.70 .46 
Preferred Forms of PDM 
SelfVerbal Report 3.12 3.22 .28 
Representative Verbal Report 2.98 3.43 5.50* 
SelfWritten Report 3.49 3.36 A1 
Representative Written Report 3.74 3.90 .76 
PDM 
Perceived Importance 4.02 3.88 4.55* 
Actual Level of PDM 3.15 3.06 .69 
Willingness ofPDM 4 ^ 3.89 3.14 
Note, *p<.05. **p<.01. 
Appendix C (continued) 
Table C5 
ANOVA Results for Chinese Employees with different education levels 
" S ^ c ^ ~ 3 4 5 6 ~ T 
(N=22) GSN75) 0^=16 ) 0^=51 ) 0 ^=28 ) “ 
— — --.-." 
Expectancies 
Enhanced Social Image 3.60 3.68 3.29 3.73 3.68 2.65* 
Increased Relational & Role Conflict 3.44 3.31 3.25 3.22 3.02 2.38 
Improved Job Attitudes 3.84 4.08 3.88 4.06 3.88 2.12 
Valences 
Enhanced Social Image 3.46 3.63 3.36 3.63 3.86 2.70* 
IncreasedRelational&RoleConflict 3.07 3.19 3.13 3.26 3.32 .69 
Improved Job Attitudes 3.84 3.91 3.69 3.92 3.86 .74 
Supervisory Intenetions 
Self-Image & Interest Enhancement 2.84 3.01 3.21 3.22 3.40 3.36* 
Employee Growth 3.43 3.54 3.44 3.48 3.40 .58 
Work Quality Improvement 3.66 3.86 3.77 3.76 3.55 1.56 
Interactional Justice 3.80 3.69 3.45 3.65 3.49 .90 
Preferred Forms of PDM 
SelfVerbal Report 3.01 3.29 3.07 2.98 3.25 .55 
Representative Verbal Report 3.68 3.25 3.26 2.67 3.14 2.92* 
SelfWritten Report 3.66 3.36 3.09 3.65 3.21 1.08 
Representative Written Report 4.14 3.99 3.63 3.55 3.64 1.79 
PDM 
Perceived Importance 3.95 3.98 3.86 3.97 3.97 .25 
Actual Level ofPDM 3.38 3.25 2.60 3.04 2.89 4.22** 
Willingness ofPDM 3.09 4.00 3.77 3.96 3.96 1.17 
Note. 1 = Primary school or below. 
2 = Junior high school 
3 = Senior high school. 
4 = Technical College. 
5 = College. 
6 = University or above. 
*p<.05. **p<.01. 
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